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This report documents pertinent data, findings, and proposes options, for considera-

tion by the School Building Committee, to address certain issues and conditions re-
lating to the Stow Elementary Schools.

Since October 2002, Design Partnership of Cambridge representatives met with
school administrators, school staff, regulatory agencies, and the School Building
e Committee to ascertain the Stow Elementary Schools projected enrollments, educa-
tional program, to translate this program into educational specifications, to develop
plan options that will adequately accommodate the educational program, and to de-

termine what impact those options may impose on the educational process as well as
the town'’s fiscal obligations.

Design Partnership of Cambridge gratefully acknowledges the many individuals

who participated in the feasibility study process. Their input and feedback contrib-
uted greatly to the success of this report.
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Project Team

The project team consists of the following architectural and consultant firms:

Architect

Consultants

Demographics/Enrollments

Structural

Civil*

Plumbing & Fire Protection

HVAC

Electrical

Hazardous Materials

Landscaping

Cost Estimating

Design Partnership of
Cambridge, Inc.

500 Rutherford Avenue
Charlestown, MA 02129
(617) 241-9800

Rickes Associates

One Westinghouse Plaza, Suite 304
Boston, MA 02136

DM Berg Consultants, P.C.
570 Hillside Avenue
Needham, MA 02494

Hamwey Enginnering, Inc.
14 Manning Ave., Suite 308
Leominster, MA 01453

Fitzemeyer & Tocci, Inc.
206 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Fitzemeyer & Tocci, Inc.
206 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Fitzemeyer & Tocci, Inc.
206 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA 01801

Universal Environmental
Consultants

1151 Worcester Road
Framingham, MA 01701

Larson Associates, Inc.
22 Mil} Street
Arlington, MA 02476

Essential Design, Inc.
221 East Main Street
Milford, MA 01757

* Dufresne-Henry provided limited consulting services relative to on-site well requirements.
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Preface

Rationale

On July 8, 2002, the Town of Stow Public Schools issued a Request for Quali-
fications: Elementary Schools Feasibility Study (refer to Appendix A-1 for
copy). The perceived need for such a study was the result of several con-

verging circumstances and trends, including increasing enrollments and de-
terioration of existing facilities.

Goals of the Study

The goals of the Stow Elementary Schools study are well stated by the fol-
lowing excerpt from the Request for Qualifications:

Scope of Services

A. Engage an independent professional consulting firm to develop demographic in-

formation and enrollment projections leading to an elementary school enrollment
projection for the period of 2003-2013 (ten years).

B. Meet with the Superintendent or her designees(s) and Principal and staff to de-
velop an educational specification for each school meeting the requirements of

the Nashoba Regional School Committee and the Massachusetts Department of
Education (SBA).

C. Perform an existing condition analysis of each building with respect to:

1.

Physical condition of each building - structure, interior and exterior materi-

als and finishes, mechanical, electrical, plumbing systems, presence of haz-
ardous materials, etc.

Code compliance of each building with respect to state and local building
codes for safe egress, detection and alarm systems, indoor air quality, water
and septic systems, handicapped accessibility, energy conservation, etc.

Condition of the site of each building with respect to well water and septic
systems condition and capacity, fire water capacity, utility infrastructure,

outdoor playspace, parking and vehicular access, safe loading and unloading
of school buses, etc.

The degree to which the existing spaces in each school meet the objectives of
the Educational Specification and the program goals for elementary pro-
gramming in the Stow schools.

Prepare a site survey of each site with any natural resources boundaries
identified.

Perform a subsurface exploration at each site for septic and foundation de-
sign purposes.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study
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7. Summarize the existing condition analysis in a written report to the Com-
mittee.

D. Based on the above analysis develop conceptual design options as required to

meet projected enrollment, respond to the educational specification and program
goals and bring the existing schools into compliance with current code stan-

dards. Each option is to have all permitting concerns identified. School options
may include:

1. Additions and renovations to one or both schools.
2. New construction alternatives on one or both sites.
3. New construction alternatives on a new site (to be identified).

4. Prepare for each of the conceptual options, site, plans, floor plans, massing
studies or other graphic exhibits to illustrate the proposed option.

Prepare conceptual project cost budget and total project schedule for each option
to include all costs associated with a reimbursable Massachusetts school project
to include:

1. Site development and construction costs (“bricks and mortar”).
2. Fees, contingencies and other “overhead” costs.

3. Furnishings and equipment report and estimate, technology program and
costs.

4. Relocation and phasing costs for work on an occupied site, including modu-
lar classrooms if required.

5. Evaluate each option with respect to meeting educational program goals.
6. Present options to the Committee and Community at public meetings.

7. Assist Committee in selected “approved” option for presentation to Town
Meetings at future dates to be determined.

Incorporate documentation of above tasks in a Feasibility Study Report (original
and ten (10) copies to the Committee.

G. Submission of the report and necessary documentation to the Massachusetts De-

partment of Education (SBA) to be placed on the waiting list with deferred
status.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Preface 2.0-2
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Executive Summary

Problem Statement

Current circumstances indicate several pressures are affecting the delivery of
Pomposittitcut and Center School educational programs. First and perhaps
foremost, the Pompositticut School has become overcrowded, and the Center
School is nearing capacity. Pre-kindergarten and pre-kindergarten special
education students are placed outside the community due to lack of facilities
in Stow; meanwhile student populations continue to increase.

In the last quarter century, sweeping changes in the programs offered (espe-
cially the advent.of mandated Special Education programs) and in educa-
tional dehvery systems (e.g. the introduction of technology) have generated
the need for significantly more educational space per student. Preferred
teaching and learning models such as increased emphasis on interactive
group work has also added need for space. In both schools, some classes are
now taught in inappropriate spaces and many programs are constrained in
their scope and development. Many of the rooms, in particular medla centers,

.art, science, computer labs, administration, nugse, SPED, and remedial class-

rooms, are too small by. Department of Education standards,

Also, despite good levels of maintenance through the years, the schools have
inevitably become old and tired. Systems, components and finishes are dete-
riorated and inefficient, leading to somewhat shabby overall environments.
Air quality should be improved with s systems that operate properly and meet
modern standards. Significantly increased costs for maintaining and, as nec-
essary, upgrading components which are at or beyond the limits of their use-
ful lives should be anticipated in the future. The Pompositticut and Center
School facilities are obviously in need of major upgrades to much of its ar-

chitectural systems and finishes and also its mechanical, plumbing and elec-
trical systems.

Although efforts have been made to provide infrastructure to support current
technology programs, the schools have limited power capability to allow the
equipment to run. Compliance with current barrier-free regulations, which
should be universal, is sporadic. There are substantial hazardous material

abatement issues, which must be addressed by any comprehens1ve renova-

tion of and/or addition to the facilities.

Enrollment projections generated by the project teamn indicate there will be an
upward trend and conservative projections show a K-5 enrollment of 728 by
the school year 2013. In combination with the existing tight and over-
crowded situations, and considering programs, technology and evolving
teaching and learning-models; all will undoubtedly create pressure for ap-
proximately’ 30 to 35 ) 35 percent more classroom space.

oty

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Executive Summary 3.0-1
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Assumptions

In order to evaluate the various options to address space and infrastructure
needs, Design Partnership has analyzed the existing building and site, and
compared how each can accommodate the needs defined by the developed
educational specification. Certain assumptions have been used to maintain a

balance among the possible choices and strategies. The more important of
these are listed below.

1. All options are designed to be eligible for inclusion in the Massachusetts

ng_hQOIBUﬂ_dJI}gASSMISt%EE program. The primary requirements for eligi- o

bility are rooms of a number and size to meet educational specifications
and SBA area guidelines, full code compliance (including 100% barrier-
free access) and utilization of materials and systems which can reasona-
bly be presumed to have a 50-year useful life span.

2. Options reusing all or part of the existing facility are designed with
minimum compromise Wof space and/or 'agjg_ggg_\gng (location) relative to
that which is achievable with new construction. Existing construction,

systems and finishes are upgraded to be comparable with new construc-
tion. o

3. All building plan options provide the proper quantity and grouping of
spaces to support the educational concepts.

4. In all options, siting of the building respects applicable zoning require-
ments; wetlands buffer zones, and as far as known, well influence radii.
Site boundaries are unchanged. Maximizing safety via site traffic pat-
terns, which separate of car and bus traffic was explored, and 360 degree

access around the schools for emergency vehicles maintained. Play areas
were maintained or relocated.

5. All options include consideration of phasing and accommodation of stu-
dents and educational programs during construction.

Objectives

Through a process of faculty, staff and administration interviews, Design
Partnership was informed of the educational program currently in place, as
well as new and/or expanded programs that would be desirable if space
were available. Specifically, a}wfwx;llwdgxwgm;n”;de;ggﬂgtgn%E;p_rg%nl ?s gmgsued! as
well as bringing pre-kindergarten and special education pre-kindergarten

back to the community. Kitchen services would be better addressed with a
full-service kitchen located at one of the elementary schools.

In a parallel effort, two separate sets of enrollment projections, by Design
Partnership and Rickes Associates, were developed and validated. In order to
be eligible for State reimbursement, a school project must provide space to

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Executive Summary 3.0-2
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accommodate the anticipated student population 10 years in the future (for .
the purposes of this study 2013). The projected population curve indicates an

increase from the present 529 K-5 students to 728 K-5 students in school year
2013.

“For projected numbers of typical classrooms needed, district maximums were

used as follows: a maximum of 25 students.per classtoom for grades 2
through 5, and a maximum of 20 for PreK through 1. This translates to six

garten.

After discussion with the Superintendent, it was agreed that the new facility
should also be designed to support one additional classroom for pre-
kindergarten/special education pre-kindergarten students who are currently
placed outside the Stow community due to lack of facilities. If a maximum of
20 students in this grade level is assumed, the total projected Pre-K-5 popu-
lation is 748 in school year 2013.

The projected need for other educational spaces, such as media center, reme-
dial, special education, computer labs, art, and music was confirmed through
discussion with the Superintendent, Principal, and an analysis of existing
space as compared with Massachusetts Department of Education (SBA) stan-
dards. This has resulted in the provisional educational specifications utilized
in determining the space types and square footages used for developing

planning options. Educational specifications can be found in Section 6 of this
report.

As alluded to previously, options reusing all or part of the existing facility are
predicated on the requirement that new and renovated space shall be essen-
tially equal in amenity and longevity. Further, it is a requirement that com-.
__promises of room size, room shape and suitable/ideal adjacencies be mini- |
" mized when  utilizing existing construction versus new. SBA guidelines, rec-

ommendations and requirements for nurtiber and size of spaces are adhered
to throughout.

Each option is required to be feasible as regards implementation and phas-
ing, providing for the safe and appropriate housing of the students and the
uninterrupted and undiluted continuation of all academic programs.

Building & Site Planning Options

Initially, to span the minimum and maximum extremes of planning options,
Design Partnership investigated the following:

Option 1: additions and renovations to both schools, Pompo PreK-2,
and Center 3-5

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Executive Summary 3.0-3
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e Option 2: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center
School site with the new building near the present building location
in the southeast corner of the site (major additions toward the east)

After discussion of these options the School Building Committee requested
further development of Options 1 and 2, as well as exploration of the fol-
lowing additional options. These are as follows:

« Option 1A: additions and renovations to both schools, Pompo PreK-2,
and Center 3-5 with the building additions respecting wetland buffer
zones

e Option 2A: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center
School site with the building more compact southeast corner of the
site (major additions toward the west)

e Option 3A: a new PreK-2 Pompositticut School and additions and
renovations to a 2-5 Center School

e Option 4A: additions and renovations to both schools, Pompo PreK-1,
and Center 2-5 : -

e Option 5A: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center
School site with the building located in the northwest corner of the
site, away from the existing building

In a subsequent meeting with the School Building Committee Options 1A
and 3A were eliminated due to cost and major site impacts affecting parking,
playareas, and vehicular/pedestrian circulation at the Pompositticut.  The
new PK-5 Center School Option 2A was eliminated due to cost and phasing
issues in favor of further pursuit of the new PK-5 Center School Option 54,
which and can be constructed with minimal, or no phasing, due to building
location. By housing. grades PreK-1 at the Pompositticut site, Option 4A
minimizes student. population levels as compared with other options, and
also, as the Jeast-cost option was deemed worthy of further exploration. The
Committee requested the existing stone building be addressed in further de-

velopment of Options 4A and 5A. Most recent discussions included the fol- yd
lowing further-refined options: ‘ "

o Option 4A.1: In this option, the existing grade levels attending the
. Pompositticut are changed from the present K-2 to PreK through 1.
This allows renovation with a modest single story classroom wing

and administration area expansion, which is desirable due to site con-

straints. A renovated and expanded Center School would house
grades 2 through 5 (currently Center School houses grades 3 - 5), as
the Center School site can more easily accommodate a larger expan-
sion. bbb ROttt @ 9les TR
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gff {3}@" p( * Option 4A.2: This option is identical to Option 4A.1 except an existing
; single story wing at Pompositticut is demolished and replaced by a

e new two story wing. This allows most of the existing site to be left
' “._ intact, as compared with Option 4A.1.

¥ v » Option 5A.1: This option contemplates an entirely new two-story
. school at the Center School site, housing grades PreK through 5, lo-
cated in the northwest corner of the buildable site area.

- ¢ Option 5A.2: This option also explores an entirely new two-story
' school at the Center School site, housing grades PreK through 5.
However the building is located to the west-center of the buildable

o site area (as compared with Option 5A.1 building location in the
il northwest corner).

Option 5A.3: This option incorporates the same educational program
;¢ % asOption 5A.1 and 5A.2 gbove, but with 3 stories.

Bl
.
Fae

Option 5A.4: This option also incorporates the same educational pro-
gram as above, but in a single story.

%

/ Of the options presented above, Option 5A.3 was eliminated. Available fire-

) : | fighting apparatus cannot adequately reach the upper floor levels (maximum
- © | reach is 30 feet). Aesthetic and circulation concerns were considered as well.

Option 5A.4 was also eliminated. It takes up much of the site, leaving less
room for appropriate vehicular/ pedestrian circulation and play areas. Ata

population of 748, the single story necessitates lengthy corridors, which
would impact student travel time to core facilities.

o,

l Conclusions & Recommendations

Over the course of several decades the present elementary school facilities

have served the Stow community well. This is a critical period in the educa-
tion and maturation of youth; consequently great responsibility is placed on
the educators. While the teachers and administrators have consistently been
equal to the challenge, the facilities are marginally adequate to support their
efforts. Growing enrollments will further exacerbate the situation. An analy-
sis of the physical plants shows without question that the condition is not on
a par with most other facilities within the Nashoba Regional School District
and deserves substantial upgrading.

Through analysis of existing physical conditions of the building, building
systems and sites; enrollment projections and interviews and meetings with
faculty and administration concerning program directions and educational
| requirements, Design Partnership has developed a good understanding of
f‘ the gap which must be bridged if the facilities are to function in an optimal
manner going forward. We have developed the Planning Options described

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Executive Summary 3.0-5
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previously to create facilities which will provide all the necessary amenities

to provide the best teaching and the best learning environment possible.

Options 4A.1 and 4A.2 seek to retain as much viable existing space as possi-
fble, and thereby reduce new construction costs. It should be noted that, for

. the most part, only the building shells would remain while other systems
" such as plumbing, windows, electrical HVAC, foofs, et are entirely replaced
~ with new. Furthermore, replacing and/or improving infrastructure at two

sites rather than one, as well as a longer, phased construction schedule (likely

- 4+ years), tends to drive up costs and impact the educational environment.

Options 4A.1 and .2 have less efficient floor area to circulation ratios as com-
pared tq 5A.1 and .2 which results in an overall larger floor areas.

'Options 5A.1 and 5A.2 provide entirely new construction, optimize educa-

tional space planning opportunities, and make the best use of the site. How-
ever, concerns were expressed with a large 748-student elementary school,

-which current educational models find less.than. ideal, The Options 5A.1and

2 mitigate this concern by housing grades PK-2 and 3-5 in separate wings
flanking shared core areas. '

Cost is very often the chief determinant when considering alternative possi-
bilities for school improvement. The options studied have each been devel-
oped to a point where reasonable estimates of project cost can be made (with
appropriate contingencies included). As compared with Options 4A.1 and
4A.2, the costs of 5A.1 and .2 are less, due to the reasons explained above.
However, if the square footage of 4A.1 and/or 4A.2 can be brought to the

same range as SA.1 or .2 (i.e. 112,000 sf), and other economies achieved, the
cost of all four options would be approximately equal.

. The overall approximate cost of either Option 4A.1 or .2 is slightly less than
- $29,000,000 and 121,000 square feet, whereas 5A.1 or .2 is approximately

$26,700,000 and 112,000 square feet. Option 4A.1 or .2's cost to the Town after
State reimbursement is estimated at $17,751,940. The cost to the Town of

Option 5A.1 or .2 is estimated at $16,050,296 (for more detail, refer to cost
estimates section of this report).

The School Building Committee recognized the merits of constructing a new
single facility, but desired a further exploration of costs and possible

economies which might yet make the two facility add/renovation options
equally or more viable.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Executive Summary 3.0-6
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Existing Conditions

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to identify, relative to the objectives of this
study, the physical condition of the existing Pompositticut and Center Ele-
mentary School facilities inclusive of sites and to assess how well the existing

educational facility supports the day-to-day operation and the short and long
term educational goals of the school system.

Any such assessment may be tackled in a number of ways as long as all per-
tinent data is coherently compiled and analyzed to support the goals listed.
As such, Sections 4, 5, 6 and 7 of this report act together to examine what ex-
ists in terms of facility and function, to predict how existing facilities will
serve in the future, to determine what the foreseeable future may require and
how it can best be supplied. Simply, Sections 4 through 7 produce a set of

criteria that Section 8 employs to generate and cost estimate site and building
options.

Design Partnership representatives and members of the project team per-
formed the process of investigation, evaluation and analysis. Information
was obtained from a number of sources including extant construction docu-
ments that depict the original 1971 Pompositticut and 1954 Center Schools,
and in the case of the Center School, subsequent 1957 and 1964 additions.
Although helpful, the information contained in the original construction
documents was limited. In particular, the Pompositticut floor plans differed
significantly from the as-built building. Much of the bulk of relevant infor-
mation relating to the physical conditions of the facilities were gathered by
members of the project team during thorough visual observation and inspec-
tion of the premises, both inside and out. Other sources of information, par-
ticularly information that relates to what the facility is purported to house
functionally, were meetings and interviews held with school administrators
and staff, maintenance personnel and members of certain other town de-
partments. As mentioned previously, Design Partnership gratefully ac-
knowledges the many individuals who participated in the feasibility study

process. Their goodwill, input and feedback contributed considerably to the
success of this report.

Following this introduction, this section provides a table listing basic data,
followed by a general description of the facility’s geographical location and a
description of the site to an evaluation of the existing physical conditions of
the buildings, including engineered systems as well as components, fixtures
and finishes. The reports on the various engineered building systems, as is-
sued by members of the project team, are at this point included here rather
than in the appendix since the information they contain is directly pertinent
to this section. Next, this section assesses how the existing spaces support the
educational function for which they are employed. Included are a few case
studies describing in more detail the interdependency of space and function,
and how one affects the other. Finally, Section 4 ends with supportive data in

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions 4.0-1
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. the form of existing floor plan drawings and the compilation of the reports on

i the various building systems and site as issued by the consultant members of
L. the project team.

Stow Efementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions 4.0-2



Existing Conditions

Pompositticut School
= Overview of Physical Conditions
Site

The Pompositticut Elementary School, locally known simply as the
Pompo, is located on Great Road about % mile west of the town cen-
_ ter. The site fronts Great Road on the south, with residential and
town properties on the remaining sides. Town owned, according to
Planning Board interpretation this site is constrained by the require-
ments of the Residential District as defined in the Town of Stow
Zoning By-laws

The site is approximately 19.2 acres in area and incorporates, besides
the school with its necessary access roads, side walks and parking ar-
eas, two small paved playareas, and two small grassy playfields used
primarily by school, with some community use. The site topography
is fairly flat, and contains wetlands toward the north. Upland areas
are occupied by the school bulldmg and associated vehicular and play
..... ‘ areas. Ledge is believed to exist in the area. Primarily due to proxim-

ity of wetlands, future building expansion potential is somewhat lLim-
ited.

Building

The present school is comprised of a single story building constructed
in1971. It has a fairly standard masonry bearing wall exterior with a
large interior open space framed with steel columns, all supported on
concrete foundation. The exterior envelope is completed by masonry-
veneer walls and a circa 1980's rubber membrane roof. Except for
roofing systems, most materials and systems are original

The facility's engineering systems are operating adequately, but many
components are well past their predicted service life and others do
not meet present code requirements. Lack of a fire protection system
and a limited on-site water supply are of particular concern.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Pompositticut: Existing Conditions
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Pompositticut School

Physical Conditions

Basic Data
Address

Use

Site Area
Building
Footprint

Building Floor
Area

Use Group

Zoning Dis-
trict

Date Built
Stories
Foundation

Structural
System

Exterior Walls
Roofing:

Window Sys-
tem

Exterior Doors
Interior Doors

Interior Walls

Floors

Great Road

Stow, Massachusetts 01880

Elementary School: serving grades K

through 2-
19.2 acres

36,415 sqft
36,415 sqft

E - Educational

Residential District

Original Build-
Ing

1971

1

Spread footings

Perimeter ma-
sonry bearing
walls, steel
framed central
area and roofs

Brick veneer /
CMU backup

Single ply mem-
brane.

Steel

Metal
Solid core wood

Painted ma-
sonry

Vinyl asbestos
tile, carpet

Additions

None

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study
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o Ceilings Plaster, ACT,
exp metal deck
HV Qil-fired boilers,

hot water to unit
5 ventilators and
fin-tube radia-
tion.

Water Onsite well w/
— 4" main -
B Fire Service None

Sewage Gravity connec-

tion to onsite
leaching field

Electric 120/208v, 3-
phase, 4-wire,
800amp

Gas One service via
NSTAR

Summary of Existing Architectural Conditions

1. Building Code Compliance

A.  Life Safety Code Issues

Egress Doors

The location, quantity, width and capacity of egress doors appears
- adequate throughout the building. However, numerous barrier-free

access issues exist; refer to barrier-free access code issues below.

Egress Access Corridors

Due to the “open plan” there are few permanent corridors. The per-
manent corridor that serves the administration/nurse’s areas is a
dead-end corridor and does not meet the minimum 6 foot width re-

quirements for a school. Moveable partitions define reasonable egress
paths at the perimeter of the central “open-space”.

Stairs
There are no stairs.

,~ Fire Separation

Fire separation between the gym/ cafetorium is lacking and should be
provided in the form of fire-rated doors.

B.  Barrier-free Access Code Issues

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Pompositticut: Existing Conditions



Door Size, Clearance and Hardware
Doors have non-compliant latch and lockset hardware, some are too
narrow to permit the passage of a wheelchair and many do not have

sufficient push/ pull clearance beyond the jambs. These doors, frames
and hardware should be replaced. LT

Thresholds
Exterior door thresholds exceed maximum height allowances. ..,

e R

Stairs and Handrails
There are no stairs or associated handrails.

Ramps
There are no ramps.

& Stepped Seating at Amphitheaters
The stepped seating is non-accessible. Current code requirements
M would include access to some level(s) of the seating.

g i

Toilet Rooms

s, Fixtures do not comply with dimensional requirements. Any compre-
hensive project must include redesign at all toilet rooms for full com-

pliance and provide new fixtures, fittings, accessories, partitions and
finishes.

,,
'y

H
i

. Drinking Fountains

There appear to be no barrier-free drinking fountains. Per code, there
should be one per 75 occupants.

Site Issues: Refer to landscape architect's report by Larson Associates,
L contained herein.

C. Seismic Code Issues

This topic is addressed in the Structural Report contained herein,
however, in general the building framing system appears to meet cur-
rent seismic codes for existing buildings to be renovated. As a com-
ponent of any comprehensive renovation, the tops of all interior and
exterior masonry walls that are not rigidly connected to the floor

_ and/or roof structure, must be restrained.

2. Exterior

A, Walls

Most of the building's exterior wall is brick masonry and most of this
is in relatively good condition. There are some areas where building
‘ settlement has created minor cracking of the brick veneer. Two win-

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Pompositticut: Existing Conditions



dows were cut into the masonry after the original building was com-
pleted, and these areas are in need of retoothing and/ or replacement
of selected brick. Original construction documents indicate exterior
walls are constructed as a cavity wall system consisting of brick, a 2
inch airspace, 1 inch insulation, and concrete masonry unit backup.
This construction conforms to the energy code under the existing
building category and has reasonable energy efficiency. However, if
significant new work is contemplated additional energy conservation
measures should be considered at areas of new construction, such as
vapor barriers and/or additional insulation thickness.

B. Windows

Windows have steel frames without thermal breaks. Perimeter and
internal weatherstripping and caulking are in poor condition. All
mglass is clear 5mglg‘prgwne; and not insulated. As such, the window
* system does not provide any mitigation of energy loss and does not
meet present code requirements for new construction.

Building settlement appears to have “racked” some clerestory win-

dows above the central open area. These windows should be repaired
and/ or replaced.

Windows are original and have been well maintained. Due to their
age they are approaching the end of their anticipated useful life, and
_increased maintenance and/or replaceme;;}t should be anticipated.

C. Window 5ills

Exterior brick sills are in good condition.

D. Roof

According to custodial staff the original built-up-roofing was re-
moved and replaced with'and insulated EPDM system 15 to 20 years
ago. The roofing appears to be in fair conditiop. Although staff inter-
views confirm there are no major leaking problems at this time, the

roofing is near the end of its effective life, and frequent failures and
maintenance should be anticipated.

Gravel Stops and Flashing

Metal gravel stops and flashings are generally in good condition. An

area at the main entry has failed flashing where it overlaps a crack in
the brick veneer.

Caulking, Sealants, Control and Expansion Joints

These elements are in poor condition throughout and should be re-
placed.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Pompositticut: Existing Conditions



G. Fascias and Trim

Fascias and trim used on this building are predominately of metal
construction, and are in fair condition.

Interior

A. Floor Construction

Floors are cast-in-place concrete; no deficiencies were observed.

B. Wall Construction

In general, fixed interior walls are made up of concrete masonry units,

with paint finish or applied acoustical panels. These are in sound and
serviceable condition.

: The folding partitions which divide the stepped seating amphitheater

& | spaces form the central open area are in fair to poor condition and in-

B

| frequently serve the purpose for which they were originally intended.

Repair, replacement, or elimination should be considered.

The demountable partitions that subdivide the central open area are
serviceable.

Ceilings

The ceiling system over the central area is metal deck in need of re-
painting,.

Acoustical panels are hung from the ceiling over the central area.

These are in fair to poor condition,. Replacement or refurbishing is
recommended. —

LT

The acoustical tile ceiling in the gym/ cafeteria is in poor condition
and should be replaced. In other areas ceiling systems consist of
painted plaster or acoustical tiles which are in fair condition.

Finishes

Flooring

There are two main finish flooring systemns, carpet and vinyl asbestos
tile (VAT). The carpet is fair to poor and replacement is recom-

mended. If renovations which disturb the VAT are to be performed,
permanent abatement of the VAT in accordance with applicable
regulations is recommended. Also refer to Asbestos Abatement Re-
port by Universal Environmental Consultants, contained herein.
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Finishes, mostly paint and acoustical panels, but with some ceramic

tile in shower areas and restrooms, are old and tired and should be re-
furbished or replaced.

Ceilings
- See above.

E. Chalk- and Tackboards

These are in fair condition.

& F. Doors and Hardware

” As noted in previous sections latch and lockset hardware and some

™= doors present problems of non-compliance with barrier-free access

u codes, In addition, exterior metal egress doors are in poor condmon
and should be replaced.

Interior wood doors are in fair condition. Refurbishing of these doors
should be considered when they can also be made to conform with
egress and barrier-free code requirements.

4. Built-In Furniture and Equipment

A. Casework

Existing casework in art and science rooms is worn and non-
compliant with barrier-free requirements. All casework should be re-

placed with barrier-free compliant units that will perform better and
be easier to care for.

B. Gym/Cafeteria Storage Closets

B 7 Wood storage closets along the south wall in the gym/cafeteria are
worn and in poor condition. Replacement is recommended.

5. Cost of Recommended Architectural Renovation Items

Cost to address life safety/code issues/barrier-free accessibility, re-
place deteriorating systems (windows, roofs, doors, etc), and bring

finishes to as-new condition (i.e. painting, etc). This cost figure does
not include new construction.

81,353,443

For further detail see attached Base Reno cost backup data contained
in the Appendix section of this report.
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ASSOCIATES
LANDSCAPE

ARCHITECTS

POMPOSITTICUT SCHOOL:
Existing Site Conditions

The Pompositticut Elementary School is located on Great Road (Rt. 117) just west of the Town
Center. The 19.2 acre site is located near the Town Center and is convenient to all parts of Town.
The land area is mostly flat with wetlands and conservation land to the north and west and
residential properties to the east. Solar orientation is good for bus arrival and parent drop-off. Utility
r services (gas, electric, telephone) are available at the site.

The developed land area around the school is used for play areas, parking and traffic circulation.
- Generally, the condition of the school is well maintained but the facility is over thirty years old and
l : all site features are showing signs of wear and tear. The site has a single entrance off Great Road for
all vehicles. Buses use the main loop at the main entrance, parents are directed to a drop off area at
, the side of the gymnasium area and teachers and visitors use the main parking lot. The main entrance
t .doorway to the building is Jocated a short walk across a concrete plaza Just off the bus loop. A
bitumninous concrete fire lane loops the building and connects to two large circular paved play

surfaces in the rear. Two small playfields are carved out the uplands between the Tesource areas
connected by grassed pedestrian ways.

| Service and Utilities:

Lk Service (dumpster, steel portable storage container and wood shed) facilities are located on the east
side of the building facing the adjacent residential areas. The electrical transformer and the

P underground oil storage tanks are located here also. A small loading dock (24” high) with access for

L one vehicle is located on the southeast comer of the building. Potable water is provided by an on-

site well located behind the building just off the center hard surface play area. Sanitary waste is

handled on site with all facilities (septic tanks, distribution boxes and leaching fields) under the bus

loop in front of the building. There are two vents, one located in the flagpole island and the other
near the handicap parking.

Accessibility:

The school’s main entrance is the only accessible entrance. There are 18 doorways that have a step
and are not code compliant. The handicap parking spaces are also not to code. The spaces are too far
from the main entrance (over 200" feet), striped and signed inappropriately and the accessible route
from the handicap parking area requires additional signage, 2 new curb cut and pavement stripping.

Landscaping:
The landscape of the Pompositticut Elementary Schoot is a collection of mature deciduous

trees and shrubs, flowers, perennials, annuals and evergreen shrubs. There are 7 large maple
street trees along Great Road. A large birch tree at the end of a grassed island signifies entry to

22 Mill Street, Suite One « Arlington, Massachusetts 02476-4738
Phone: (781)641-2150 » Faxx: (781)643-9221
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the site. The building entrance and the bus loop island are plantéd with juniper, azalea,
euonymus, dogwood and seasonal plantings. These areas are nicely maintained. The juniper is
over grown and blocks the building and should be replaced with more appropriate scale

plantings. The lawn areas around the building are well mown but in need of maintenance and
repair.

Play Areas/ Athletic Fields:

The play areas for the school are all located at the rear of the building. These areas are safe and away
from all traffic and vehicular circulation. There are three circular play surfaces connected to the
building and each other by paved walkways. The bituminous surface is aged and needs replacernent.
Cracking and heaving will continue to spread and exacerbate an already unsafe situation. One small

play fields is located directly adjacent to the play areas and a second, larger field is several hundred %3&} ,
feet away connected by a grass path. The closer, small play field is located in & ToW area subject to | i:; }"‘
flooding and is unusable in the spring. The upper field has been improved recently to-alleve wet . 1}\\

conditions. The path to this field is not accessible. There is a play structure with three slides, two =~ |
horizontal bars and several platforms. The surfacing is a “fibar’ type resilient surfacing which is
contained by landscape timbers capped with a recycled plastic timber.

Traffic, Parking and Vehicular Circulation:

All traffic to the Pompositticut School site enters on a wide two lane driveway from Great Road
(Route 117). Buses enter and stage at the front of the school and exit on the same drive. Parents
enter the site from Great Road and circle through the parking lot and drop off their children at the
sidewalk along the playroom wall. All school personnel and visitors use the same driveway entrance
and park in the main lot. There is considerable traffic and congestion at peak morning and aftermoon
hours. The site has 49 parking spaces and 1 handicap space in the main lot. There is accornmodation
for 5 buses (in two shifts=10 buses) at the circular drive. Parking is adequate for daily school

operations. Parallel parking along the entry drive and in the rear can accommodate overflow parking
for ‘special’ events. : '

Lighting:
There is minimal site lighting at the school. There is one flood light mounted on a utility pole near
the handicap parking. All other lighting is building mounted.

Site Constraints:

The property line on the east and immediate north side of the building is very tight and will limit any
future development in this area. The land to the west is a bordering vegetated wetlands area
connected to a larger wetlands system to the north and west. This property has restrictions due to the
wetlands and adjacent buffer zones and the stream and the relating 200’ buffer zone. Although some
work can take place in previously developed areas (football field) within these buffer zones, the
greater majornty of this land area cannot be developed. The third ‘zone’ is the ledge areas to the north
of the school and football field. This land can be developed but the cost would be very high.
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LARSON Fax: (781) 643-9221

ASSOCTIATES dfisher@larson-associates.com
L. LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECTS
WETLANDS REPORT
L..
Sent to: Keith Hoffses From: David Fisher, Larson Associates
L: Company: D.P.C. Richard Kirby, L.E.C.
- Address: 500 Rutherford Ave Project: Stow Schools Study-Pompositticut School
E
L City/State: Charlestown, MA 02129 Re:

| I visited the Project Site on Monday October 28, 2002 and met with Rich Kirby (L.E.C.) and Mark Piermarini
(Hamwey Engineering, Inc.) to walk the site for wetlands and engineering concerns and comments. We offer the
following comments and observations:

" Pompositticut School Site:

1. Wetlands: Refer to the attached Sketch Drawing showing the Pompositticut School site. We met at the
main parking lot and walked the wetland edge along the west side of the property. The edge is well
defined at the base of the steep bank. The wetlands edge is clearly defined as it travels north towards,
and then around, the ‘lower” soccer field. An east west oriented wetland separates the upper soccer field
from the Jower soccer field. A small culvert under the access path to the upper field allows water to flow
from the adjacent property to the north and the drainage ditch along the eastern edge of the upper field.
To the west of the upper field is a large wet meadow. This wetland resource area isolates land owned by
the school to the west of the soccer field and makes physical access improbable. The site investigated

today has little capacity to carry any more development. The school is currently located on the only solid

- developable land and the only room for new development (other than small | infill additions) is towards

Great Road.




Hamwey Engineering, Inc.
Civil Engineering

[—i Pompoesitticut Elementary School
Existing Utilities Report
November 15, 2002

Hamwey Engineering, Inc. performed a visual site inspection, reviewed the site plans by
Drummey Rosane Anderson Architects dated July 16, 1970, and spoke with the school
custodian with regards to the existing utilities.

[_-] Site Drainage:

The site drainage consists of a closed drainage system with manholes and catch
basins that outlet through a 15” pipe to the west side of the site. Hamwey
l Engineering, Inc. spoke with Jerry, the school custodian, and he stated that the ouly
dralpage problem on site was that the playfields do not drain well. _ This was the
{ only site related drainage problem according to the custodian.

It is assumed that due to expansion on the site, there will be an increase in drainage
flows off of the site. Under the Wetlands Protection Act, it will be required that the.
pre and post-development flows from the site be maintained at pre-development
rates. Also the site is within an Interim Wellhead Protection Area for the school
well, therefore an increase in impervious area of more than 15% will result in all

L additional drainage to be treated and recharged into the ground. To accomplish this,
the use of new retention facilities will be required for storm water runoff. Soil

testing to determine the recharge capacity of the soil will need to be performed for
the retention facility.

Also, as a result of the proposed expansion and site grading, it is assumed that the
existing drainage system will have to be upgraded. This will include replacing
catch basins, manholes and drainage pipe, and installing structures required for.
storm water treatment and separation of roof runoff and pavement runoff in
accordance with the Department of Environmental Protection Stormwater

Management guidelines. Due to these new regulations a new drain system would
{ have to be installed.

L 2 |
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Pompositticut Elementary School November 15, 2002
Existing Utilities Report

It is recommended that a new drainage system be installed and outlet to the west
side of the site. New drainage work and grading will be within the 100-foot buffer
. zone of the wetlands and require a Notice of Intent to be filed with the local
conservation commission. Any portions of the drainage system that may be able to
remain should be cleaned out. This would include clearing sand and debris from all
catch basins and manholes, and flushing debris from drain lines.

Site Sewer System:

[ : According to the 1970 Stow Elementary School design plans for the Pompositticut
School, the site contains a sewage disposal system with septic tanks, distribution
box and leaching facility. The existing school was designed for 510 students at 12
gallons per day per student for a design flow of 6,120 gallons per day. The 1970

design plans show a new 10,000 gallon septic tank, distribution box and two 41°-3”
by 39°-0” leaching facilities.

According to the design plans all the sewer lines and manholes carry the sanitary
L—« sewerage to a 10,000-gallon septic tank. The sanitary piping is a 6” cast iron soil

pipe. The septic tank outlets to the distribution box which equally distributes the
efﬂuent to the two disposal fields.

I ATitleV 1nspect10n is required when there is an addition to a bmldlng or the flow
to the system'is being increased and this should be performed prior to the site
design process. Upgrades to the site sewer including grease trap, septic tank and

sewer lines will most likely be required due to the increase in flows and new Title V
requirements.

{ mﬁ; . e e,

| We can assume the existing septic system has a capacity less than 375 Students
therefore a new septic system will be required. A new septic system will require
soil testing to determine groundwater and soil texture according to Title V
regulations. The flow from the school can be determined using the Title V
regulations of 8 gallons per day (GPD) per student for an elementary school with
cafeteria and gym without showers. The flow for the new student population (375
students x 8 gallons per day per student) will be 3,000 GPD.

Once the flows are calculated then there are three categories to follow for the new
septic system design. The three categories are pressure dosing technology for flows
from 2,000 GPD to 9,999 GPD, alternative septic system technology (i.e.
recirculating sand filter, Bioclere, etc.) for flows between 10,000 GPD and 14,999
GPD, and a wastewater treatment facility for flows over 15,000 GPD. Therefore at
a minimum a pressure dosing septic system will be required.




Pompositticut Elementary School

November 15, 2002
Existing Utilities Report

Site Water Distribution System:

During the site visit the existing well was located off the northwest corner of the
building. There was no data available on the pump rate of this existing well.

At this time it is unknown if the water distribution system is adequately sized to
meet the demands of the proposed student population. However, it is likely that the

existing well to the school may need to be upgraded or supplemented by a new
well.

A new well or increased pumping capacity of the existing well will require source
approval from the Department of Environmental Protection. The approval process
may require re-siting the well away from the project area. Depending on the well
pump rate criteria, a Zone I radius (100 — 400°) is established and nothing may be
sited (including driveways, building, play fields, etc.) within this Zone I radius.
Also any sewage disposal systems located within the Interim Wellhead Protection

Area requires an alternative system design depending on sewage flow rates as stated
above under Site Sewer System.

A determination of the well capacity, placement and source approval will be
required and should be performed prior to the site design process.

Gas Service:

According to the school custodian there is one gas service from Great Road. The
site gas service runs from Great Road to southeast comer of the building. Nstar Gas
Company provides gas service to the school.

Nstar Gas Company stated they perform all work required for new services or
removal and replacement of existing services. The services performed by the gas
company may be back charged to the Town of Stow depending on the amount of
additional usage required by the increased school capacity.

Oil Tank:

There is one oil tank off the northeast comner of the building. The oil tank was
replaced approximately 5 years ago according to the school custodian.

The existing oil tank will need to be tested to determine if it is in good working
order and not leaking into the soil. If the oil tank is within the new building
footprint it will have to be removed and replaced. If the oil tank is not in good
condition it will need to be replaced with a new tank.



Pompositticut Elementary School November 15, 2002
Existing Utilities Report

Conclusions:

N All of the existing site utilities appear to be in working order. Cleaning of the

' drainage system is highly recommended. It is also recommended that the existing
septic system be inspected per Title V requirements, including soil testing to
[ determine if the existing system is in good working order and determination of the

groundwater table.

. The increased student population will result in increased sanitary sewerage flows.
| Title V requires an upgrade of the existing septic system when there is an increase
in flow. The increased sanitary flow at the school will require an alternative
system. Water demands at the school will also be increased. Upgrades to the well
and water distribution system will most likely be required to meet these demands.

A new source approval will be required and should be investigated as soon as
& possible in the design process.

The expansion at the site will create new impervious surfaces and thus, create new
storm water flows. These flows will be required to be retained and/or detained on-

site. This will require the addition of new closed drainage systems, retention and/or
detention facilities and storm water treatment systems.

As a result of the proposed additions and renovations to the existing building,
upgrades to site drainage, sewer, water and gas systems will be required. These

systems will most likely require some relocation due to the location of proposed
building additions and site improvements. .
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DM Berg Associates
Structural Engineers

November 5, 2002

Mr. Keith Hoffses

Design Partnership of Cambridge, Inc.
Hood Office Park

500 Rutherford Avenue, 2™ Floor
Charlestown, MA 02129

RE: POMPOSITTICUT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, STOW, MASSACHUSETTS
SUBJECT: FEASIBILITY STUDY

Dear Keith:

As part of the Feasibility Study, we comment on the relevant structural provisions of 780 CMR 34, which
contains the Building Code requirements for repairs, alterations, and additions to existing buildings. We
understand that the scope of the project is a variable at this point.

On October 15, 2002, a representative from this office visited the above-referenced School. The purpose

of this visit was to perform a cursory, visual investigation of the existing superstructure for the preparation
of this 780 CMR 34 study.

e

short, this means that the existing building wolild not bg required to be brought up to the “Code” standards
for new construction. Simply: (a) existing strictural components and systems that are ‘daraged or
decayed would be replaced or repaired; (b) existing structural components and systems that are not
“Code” compliant would not be made any worse than they already are; and (c) certain existing seismic
hazards would be mitigated. “Not making the building any worse” implies that existing structural
components and systems that resist gravity and lateral loads are either not modified or are replicated if
modified. “Seismic hazards” generally mean un-braced or un-tied masonry and precast elements,

parapets, and chimneys. Mitigating these hazards generally means tying them off to floor and roof
diaphragms.

Presently, we have formulated our study of th isting building with a Seismic Hazard Category “2". In
o ot o
stara

Our intention would be to separate any major additions structurally from the existing building. Minor
additions and infills are assumed to be structur, y.attached, but new, structurally attached floor areas and
building masses are assumed not to excee 10 ggr_ggwnjtwofo...exist‘mg‘,ﬂcfgparea and building mass. This
assumption is quite important since increases over 10 percent could draw in some significant seismic
retrofit costs. T T n e o

If minor_renovations are done to the Pompositticut School, no seismic upgrades are required. By minor
renovation, we mean that the increase in area or weight of the additions is less than 10 percent,

occupancy is not increased by more than 25 percent, and total cost of alterations does not exceed 50% of
the assessed value of the building.
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GENERAL BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS - POMPOSITTICUT SCHOOL

ORIGINAL BUILDING

The original building is a one-story structure, which was constructed around 1971. The building
framing system is comprised of steel joists supported on steel beams and columns at the high
roof area and steel joists supported on cmu load bearing walls at other areas. Roof decking is
mostly tectum plank at the high roof area and steel deck at other areas. The outside fagade is
comprised of brick veneer supported on the foundation wall.

The structure appears to be in good condition. No sign of major cracking or distress was
observed in the structure. Steel lintel angles above the openings were generally in good shape
and did not show any sign of rust. Foundation wall below the brick fagade showed some minor
cracking and some spalling of parging over concrete. There was some sign of water damage at
the exterior brick veneer. There were several loose brick courses at the northwest corner of the

high roof area above the window. None of the above issues is life threatening or in need of
immediate repair.

ADDITION

There appeared to be no addition to the original building, except some new windows that had
been installed in the existing exterior walls.

REPAIRS, ALTERATIONS, AND ADDITIONS

SEISMIC-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1. The Hazard Index for schools (Use Group E) is “4” (Reference Table 3403.0). The

proposed change in Hazard Index is zero since there is no proposed change of use.

o o

=

The Seismic Hazard Exposure Group is “2” (Reference Table 1612.2.5) and the Hazard
Index is not changing from less than “4” to "4” or greater. Therefore, the Seismic Hazard
Category (SHC) can be either “1” or “2” (Reference Table 3408.1) depending on: (a)
percentage increase in occupancy; or (b) cost of alterations relative to the assessed
valuation of the “building” to be altered, (i.e., not the entire property). Since the
occupancy could be increased by more than 25 percent and since it is more than likely
that the total cost of the alterations would exceed 50 percent of the assessed valuation of
the building to be altered, we chose to formulate this study with an SHC of “2”, not “1”.

3. For SHC equals 2 (Reference 3408.5.4.4):

a. Alterations cannot be made to existing elements or systems that contribute to the
lateral load resistance of the building, which would reduce their capacity to resist
lateral loads unless the reduction is compensated by new elements or systems of
equivalent strength and stiffness (Reference 3408.3.5). For the Stow Schools,
the existing lateral load resisting elements and systems are: (a) masonry walls;
and (b) roof diaphragms. This requirement applies to SHC of 1 as well.
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b. Special existing earthquake hazards must be mitigated (Reference 3408.6.3).
Existing parapets must be removed, braced, or reinforced. Existing masonry

walls must be tied to the floor or roof diaphragms. This requirement would not
apply to SHC 1.

The new major floor areas would, in all likelihood, be framed “structurally separate” from
the existing building structure.  However, for additions not structurally separate
(Reference 3408.4.3.2), the seismic requirements vary depending upon the percent
increase in gross floor area and seismic mass (weight) as follows:

a. If both the area and weight increases are less than 10 percent, then the only

requirement is conformance with 780 CMR 3408.3.5 (as described previously in
paragraph 1LLA.3.a).

b. If either the area or weight is increased by 10 percent or more, but neither is
increased by more than 100 percent, then the structure must be designed for a
percentage of the base earthquake force to be calculated in accordance with
3408.6.1.1 and Figure 3408.1. The percentage of the base earthquake force
varies linearly from 40 percent at an area or weight increase of 10 percent to 100
percent at an area or weight increase of 70 percent.

C. If either the area or weight is increased by more than 100 percent, then the
structure in its entirety must conform to the requirements of 780 CMR for new
construction.

B. WIND-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1.

Again, where the new major floor areas would in all likelihood be framed “structurally
separate” from the existing building structure, the effects due to wind on the existing
building would not be altered since the “wind-sail area” wouid not be increased. In this
case, a lateral force resisting system must be in place (i.e., the existing system, a
retrofitted system, or a completely new system) for the “structure-as-a-whole” that
satisfies 780 CMR 1611.0 for new construction, except the Wind Exposure Category can
be reduced to “A” (Reference 3408.5.3). (Note: The term “structure-as-a-whole” in 780

CMR is generally interpreted as precluding components, cladding, and local supporting
elements.)

If an option involves expansion of the existing wind-sail area, then a wind analysis must
be performed (Reference 3408.4.2.1). If the analysis reveals that the expansion
produces wind effects that exceed the capacity of the existing lateral force resisting
system by more than 10 percent, then a new lateral force resisting system (ie., a
retrofitted system or a completely new system) must be in place for the “structure-as-a-
whole” that satisfies 780 CMR 1611.0 for new construction, using Wind Exposure
Category B. If the analysis reveals that the expansion produces wind effects that do not
exceed the capacity of the existing lateral force resisting system by more than 10 percent,
then only the requirements defined in 11.B.1 apply.
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C. GRAVITY LOAD-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1.

All new structural systems and elements must satisfy 780 CMR for new construction
(Reference 3408.3.1). '

Existing structural systems and components in sound condition may be reused provided
that their structural properties are determined by tests or from generally accepted
historical records and the structural analyses of the systems and components
demonstrates their capacity to satisfy 780 CMR (Reference 3408.3.2). Existing structural
systems and components may be repaired or reinforced if need be (Reference 3408.3.3).

D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

1.

Prior to repair, alteration, addition, and change of use, a structural engineering evaluation
must be performed on the existing building to determine the adequacy of the existing
structural systems and components that are affected by the repairs, alterations, and
additions. The evaluation must include review of original design documents that are
available, field investigations, and structural analyses. The evaluation may require
detailed field surveys and sampling and testing of in-situ materials. A report of the
structural evaluation must be submitted to the building official with the application for a
building permit (References 3402.1.1 and 3408.2).

During construction, conventional construction administration services by the Structural
Engineer of Record would be required as defined by 780 CMR 1 and 780 CMR 17.
Additionally, any assumed conditions on which the structural designs and analyses were
based must be verified in the field during construction. If the assumed conditions are
altered in a way detrimental to public safety, then the structural design must be redefined
and the building official must be notified (Reference 3408.2.3).

Prior to repair, alteration, addition, and change of use, geotechnical explorations and
analyses must be performed to evaluate the soil-supporting conditions and the
foundations for the lateral load analyses required by 780 CMR 3408.3.4 and for the
liquefaction analyses required by 780 CMR 3408.7 (Reference 3408.2.4).

The application for a building permit must identify all items which, in whole or in part, do
not conform with the structural provisions of 780 CMR and all proposed “Compliance
Alternatives” for approval by the building official. Proposed Compliance Alternatives, if
any, must also be submitted to the BBRS together with copies of the building permit and

the building official's decision regarding the proposed Compliance Alternatives
(References 3402.1.3 and 3402.1.5).
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POMPOSITTICUT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, STOW, MASSACHUSETTS
FEASIBILITY STUDY

NOVEMBER 5, 2002
PAGE 5

E. SECOND FLOOR ADDITION OPTION

A second floor addition will increase the area and weight of the building by 100 percent or more, which will
require full compliance with the new code. Foundation system in both schools and the few columns in
Pompositticut School can support the additional loads provided that reinforcing and adjustments are

! provided. The roof decking needs to be replaced, and the roof framing needs to be reinforced or replaced..

We do not see any structural benefit in adding another level on top of the existing one-story school
buildings. It will cost more to strengthen/replace/revise the existing structures for a second floor addition v
than to add another adjacent building or replace the existing ones. -

o
o

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

DM BERG CONSULTANTS, P.C.

Ali R. Borojerdi, P.E.
Vice President

Mdpe\2211vreportsistructural02782_stow_schoals_study3pompa.doc

E
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Building System Survey
Pompositticut School

Stow, MA
October 18, 2002

F&T Project No. 02089.00

1. Building Summary

The Pompositticut Elementary School is a single-story building of approximately 36,415 SF
constructed in 1971 as an “open-plan” school. It contains the following rooms:

gymnasium/cafetorium; administrative area (including reception, offices, conference, work

room, and storage rooms); a large open “media center”, surrounded by 9 classrooms,
" specialty classrooms/tutorial spaces; and a kindergarten wing.

2. Plumbing

a. Existing Plumbing System Evaluation

1.

Presently, the plumbing systems serving the building are sanitary waste and
vent, cold water, hot water, storm drainage and natural gas.

The sanitary waste and vent system collects waste from the plumbing fixtures
throughout the building and flows out of the building by gravity at one location to

a on-site septic system. Sump pump in the boiler room serves floor drains and
pumps up to the gravity system.

The cold water system service, a 4-inch main, comes into the building at one
location, via a exterior well pump and passes through pumps, a pressure
reducing station and storage tank and distributes throughout the building.

Equipment is old and not efficient.

The hot water system originates from a 50 gallon gas-fired water heater located
in the boiler room.

The storm water drainage system collects storm water from roof drains, collecting

it in the crawlspace and basement spaces and directing it out of the building by
gravity at several points.

MECHANICAL / ELECTRICAL ENGINEERS

206 West Cumnmings Park, Woburmn, MA 01801 / Tel: 781-376-9600 / Fax: 781-376-5025 / email: info@f-t.com / www.f-t.com
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6. The natural gas system serves the water heater and emergency generator and is
metered in a storage room adjacent to the boiler room.

7. Staff share two single-user toilet rooms, both located across from the library. The
; Nurse’s area has an adjacent single-user toilet room. There are 3 clusters of

boy's and girl's toilet rooms, consisting of the following fixture counts:

. Total girl's water closets: 9

f Total girl's lavs: 6

= Total boy's water closets: 3

Total boy’s urinals: 6

Total boy’s lavs: 6

b. Assessment

1. Condition — The piping on all systems appears to be in good condition. Plumbing
fixtures are in fair to good condition, but are old and non-code compliant. The
water heater appears to be in good condition. Due to water conditions, all water

= : service valves are in poor condition.

2. Adequacy - All systems appear to be adequately sized for their present respective
service.

3. Code Compliance — All systems appear to be code compliant, with the following
exceptions:

= Vacuum breakers are not installed on some service sink faucets and outside wall
hydrants.

« Lavatories do not have metering faucets, flow control devices, and they are not
operating at 105 degrees F.

» Toilets are not of the 1.6 GPF (gallons per flush) type.

4. Cost Effectiveness — All plumbing systems appear to be cost effective for their use,

with the exception of toilet flushometers and metering/flow restrictors at lavatory
sinks.

5. There are inadequate quantities of toilet facilities for the staff.

c. Recomm@gdations:

1. Install vacuum breakers on all service sink faucets and outside wall hydrants.

2. Replace all water closets, urinals and lavatories with code compliant fixtures.

Pompositticut School — Stow, MA Page 2
Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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3. Install a new independent cold water line with lead free solder joints to serve kitchen
equipment, drinking fountains and classroom sinks equipped with bubblers. This
- work is not required for Code compliance unless the building undergoes a major

renovation; in any case, periodic water testing should continue to ensure that the
water is safe for human consumption.

4. Replace all water service valves with new ball valves.

5. Replace existing water booster pumps and storage tank with new booster pump and
storage tank equipment.

IR SR

d. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $76,250
item 1 - $250.
Itern 2 — $25,000.
fterm 3 — $12,000.
- Item 4 - $10,000.
Item 5 — $25,000. . Lo
Item 6~ $4,000. iLjnaf (g T8

3. Fire Protection

a. Existing Fire Protection System Evaluation

1. Presently, the building is not protected with an automatic sprinkler system.

b. Recommendations

1. Install a complete automatic wet-type sprinkler system throughout the entire building,
protecting all spaces. The new system would include a 500 GPM diesel fire pump
and a 40,000 gallon buried sprinkler water storage tank.

c. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $160,000
i (Wet type sprinkler system throughout building, including storage tank and fire pump.)

| 4, Heating, Ventilation, and Air-conditioning (HVAC)
a. Existing Heating, Ventilation and Air-conditioning (HVAC) System Evaluation

L. 1. The Boiler plant was replaced approximately five (5) years ago: it currently consists
of Hydrotherm Multi-temp modular hot water boilers with oil-fired burners. The

| Pompositticut School — Stow, MA Page 3
| Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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underground fuel oil tank was replaced when the boilers were replaced; it is code-
compliant, with secondary containment and leak detection. The boiler flues were
replaced within the last year. The hot water heating distribution pumps are (2)
Armstrong base-mounted end suction type; they appear to be original to the building
(1971). The hot water mains in the boiler room were replaced in 1995; the remainder
of the hot water piping in the building is original to the building. All of the equipment
replaced in 1995 appeared to be in good condition. The pumps are nearing the end

' of their expected service lives, and should be replaced as part of any renovation.

2. Automatic temperature controls were Robertshaw, pneumatic controls. All controls
components except boiler controls appeared to be original to the building. The
control air compressor had its heads rebuilt within the last five years, but it runs for
excessively long periods. While controls components are being replaced on an

& ongoing basis, the system is well past its expected service life and will require

) continuous maintenance to maintain relatively low levels of reliability. See below for
additional information.

B . 3. The Office Area, Media Center, Entry Lobby, and Playroom/Lunch area are served

by a multi-zone heating/ventilating unit with a hot water preheat coil. This unit is
located in the boiler room, and provides heating & ventilating to the areas above via
sheetmetal ducts. Supplemental and nighttime heating in these areas is provided by
terminal heating equipment, such as fin-tube radiators and unit heaters. One of the

zone dampers for this unit is missing the actuator and linkage. The unit is original to
the building, and was in poor condition.

T

4. Classrooms located around the perimeter of the main Classroom building are heated
and ventilated by floor-mounted unit ventilators with hot water heating coils. Each of
these unit vents is controlled by a separate room thermostat. These units were in
very poor condition: some damper actuators were sticking, one unit could not be
started, and there were missing or inoperative controls in most units. -

A

}
A

o

. 5. The Kindergarten wing is served by (2) floor-mounted unit ventilators with hot water
vyg coils; supplemental/nighttime heat is provided by fin-tube radiation. This equipment
is original to the building, and is in very poor operating condition.

6. Teachers’ offices located along the building perimeter are heated by fin-tube
radiation.

b. Assessment

1. The central boiler plant is in good condition. The fuel oil tank and associated
contrals are in good condition. All other HVAC piping, sheetmetal, controls, and

equipment in the building are well past their expected service lives and are in poor
condition.

| Pompositticut School — Stow, MA Page 4
11 Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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2. Code-required ventilation is not provided to the Teacher's offices located around the

building perimeter. Depending upon occupancy levels, Unit Ventilator outside air
intakes may need to be enlarged (and Unit Ventilators replaced) to provide Code-
required ventilation airflow quantities to perimeter Classrooms.

c. Recommendations

With the exception of the central boiler plant and fuel oil system, all HVAC piping,
sheetmetal, controls, and equipment should be replaced as part of any
renovation or reuse of this building.

d. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $828,000

B

s
2
“«

¥

5.. Electrical

a. Existing Electrical System Evaluation

1.

Pompositticut School - Stow, MA

The utility company serving the school is Hudson Light and Power. The utility service
to the building is underground. The electric service to the building is 208/120volt,
800amp, 3 phase, 4 wire. The electrical service entrance equipment and branch
circuit panelboards located throughout the building appear to be in fair condition.
This equipment is original to the building.

The emergency generator has a natural gas fired engine and is original to the
building.

The Fire Alarm Control Panel is a new addressable system and was installed
approximately 2 years ago. The initiating circuits appear to be original to the building
and are tied into the new control panel via monitoring modules. Manual pull stations
appear to have been replaced or upgraded on an as needed basis. Heat detectors
are used for general coverage and are original to the building. Audio/Visual devices
appear to have been upgraded to conform to ADA requirements. The remote -
annunciator in the main entry area is also part of the new system.

Normal Lighting is generally supplied via 120 volt fluorescent fixtures. Light fixtures
are recessed or surface mounted and have acrylic lenses. Exit signs are a mixture of
original incandescent and newer fluorescent types.

Emergency lighting is provided by large incandescent fixtures which are connected
to the emergency generator.

Page 5

Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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6. The existing Simplex Model 2351 master clock system appears to be maintaining the

proper time at all clocks observed. Other capabilities the system may have were not
observed.

7. There have been designated areas for computer usage established.

b. Assessment

1. Condition

» The electrical service entrance equipment, branch circuit panelboards and
branch circuit wiring located throughout the building have reached the end of
their useful life service life. After 30 years the insulation properties on
conductors has deteriorated and terminations of conductors loosen due to
constant heating and cooling. This causes excessive heating at these points.
Contacts in switches, motor starters and circuit breakers become corroded
which causes this equipment to be over heated. Circuit breakers can also fail to
trip due to faulty tripping mechanisms or contacts being welded in place.

* The generator appears to have been well maintained and has minimal hours on
it for it's ime in service. The radiator exhaust and fresh air intake utilize the

same motor operated damper. This could impair the efficiency of the motor and
output of the generator.

e  The Fire Alarm Control Panel and Remote Annunciator are in good condition. 1t
is assumed that proper testing was performed on initiating devices that are
original to the building when the new control panel was installed. Any fire alarm
wiring that is original to the building would be subject to the same deterioration
process as previously stated for branch circuit conductors.

e The normal lighting and exit signs are generally in poor condition. The lenses on
general light fixtures are cracked and discolored due to aging, this decreases
the light output of the fixture.

»  The emergency lighting fixtures are sporadically located throughout the building.
The fixtures contain relatively high wattage lamps and are not very appealing.

Actual condition of the fixtures could not be determined without starting the
generator.

e The Simplex master clock system appears to be in good condition. Other
capabilities the system may have were not observed making it not possible to
comment on the complete operation of the system.

Pompositticut School — Stow, MA Page 6
Buiiding System Survey _ October 18, 2002
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- - Data wiring designated for computer usage appears to have been installed on a
: piecemeal basis. There are data wires hanging from ceilings and loosely run
along floors and across desk/tabletop areas.

> 2. Adequacy

e The electrical service size to the building is questionable. The addition of any
new mechanical systems for ventilation or air conditioning would require the
need for an upgrade in service size. Copies of utility bills for the past 12

months would help determine if the service size is currently acceptable for
the building as it exists.

The emergency generator appears to have been well maintained and has
minimal hours on it for it's time in service (611 hours logged). A load bank
test would need to be performed to determine it the generator is capable of
maintaining the output power rating.

®

* The Fire Alarm Control Panel is adequate for the facility as it exists. The
panel is capable of supporting replacement of new initiation and indicating
circuits. The addition of any additional control requirements for mechanical
systems would have to be reviewed.

* Normal lighting level for general areas is fairly adequate. Lighting levels and
the quality of light in the Library and computer areas are poor.

e Actual adequacy of emergency lighting could not be determined, although
fixtures are sporadically located.

S * The Simplex master clock system would require additional research to
A determine its actual limitations if intended to serve a renovated school.

3. Code Compliance

The electrical distribution systems were code compliant at the time of
construction. There are some locations where electrical equipment
‘ clearances do not meet current code requirements.

* Present fire alarm codes require smoke detectors in common spaces as well
as storage and equipment rooms.

4. Cost Effectiveness i

Pompositticut School — Stow, MA

_ Page 7
Building System Survey

October 18, 2002
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October 17, 2002

Mr. Keith Hoffses "
Design Partnership of Cambridge

500 Rutherford Avenue

Charlestown, MA 02129

Reference: Renovation and Demolition Project

Pompositticut and Center Schools, Stow, MA
Dear Mr. Hoffses:

Thank you for the opportunity for Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) to provide professional
services.

The following observations were made during the site visit conducted on Tuesday, October 15, 2002 to

review Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) and other hazardous materials at the Pompositticut and
Center Schools, Stow, MA.

Pompositticut School;

It appears that all ACM have been removed from the boiler room

ACM pipe and hard joint insulation was assumed to exists above ceilings

12”x 12” Vinyl floor tile and mastic were assumed to contain asbestos
Window/door framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos
Blackboard and glue were assumed to contain asbestos

According to the School maintenance person, the underground oil tank was replaced
According to the School maintenance person, the roof was replaced

Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed to contain PCB’s.

Tubes in light fixtures were assumed to contain mercury.

Center School;

® It appears that all most of the ACM have been removed from the boiler room. However, boiler
insulation was assumed to contain asbestos

» Insulation inside old boiler was assumed to contain asbestos

ACM pipe and hard joint insulation was assumed to exists above ceilings, attic and in crawl
spaces

97x 9” Vinyl floor tile and mastic were assumed to contain asbestos
Window framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos
Glue daub on 1"x 1” ceiling tile was assumed to contain asbestos

Blackboard and glue were assumed to contain asbestos Universal Environmental Consultants

Roofing material was assumed to contain asbestos 1151 Worcester Rd
Framingham, MA 01701
Tel: (508) 6285486
Fax: (508) 6285488



Mr. Keith Hoffses
October 17, 2002
Pape 2

* According to the School maintenance person, the underground oil tank was replaced
 Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed to contain PCB’s.
- ¢ Tubes in light fixtures were assumed to contain mercury.

A complete comprehensive inspection is needed prior to providi
— abatement. Se.@ eXro-ched -@w

Prots mikory estimate,
Please do not hesitate to call me at (508) 628-5486 if you have questions.

n vc:ost estimates for hazardous material
fdﬁ led

Very truly yours,

Universal Environmental Consultants

T —
e

-
-

= ~,
// B , ’), N \“ \J : , / i
i Bt U i L Y R LA .
L ,///;/ Ammar M. Dieb

e President

UEC:\smaliprojects\DPCStow.DOC
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October 24, 2002 T T
0CT 25 2002

Mr. Keith Hoffses .

Design Partnership of Cambridge

500 Rutherford Avenue
Charlestown, MA 02129

Reference: Rengvation and Demolition Project
Pompositticut and Center Schools, Stow, MA

Dear Mr. Hoffses:

Thank you for the opportunity for Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) to provide professional .
services. -

Below please find cost estimates for hazardous materials abatement at the Pompositticut and Center

Schools, Stow, MA. The cost estimates arc based on visual inspection of the Schools and information
provided in the AHERA Management Plans.

The cost estimates include removal and disposal of accessible asbestos containing materials (ACM) and
an allowance for removal of inaccessible or hidden ACM that may be found during the renovation
project. The cost estimates also include the removal of windows (putty assumed to contain asbestos),

vinyl floor tile (mastic assumed to contain asbestos) and demolition of the boilers (ACM may be found
nside the boilers).

Lead abatement is not required. However, OSHA regulations must be implemented during renovation.

Roofing material is not required to be removed by a licensed asbestos contractor. However, OSHA and
DEP regulations must be implemented during renovation.

Type of Material ‘ Estimated Cost

Pompositticut School:

Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic $ 120,000.00 - &7
Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation $ 10,000.00
Windows and Doors $ 25,000.00
Blackboard and Glue g 5,000.00
Misc. and Hidden Asbestos 3 20,000.00
Light Fixtures/PCB’s Ballasts $ 10,000.00

$

Engineering Fees 30.000.00 A

Total: $ / 220,000.00

!

Univérsal Environmental Consuitants

1151 Worcester Rd
Framingham, MA 01701
Tel: (308) 6285486
Fax: (308 628-5488



Mr. Keith Hoffses
October 24, 2002
* Page 2
. Center School:
- Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic N 120,000.00
3 Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation $ 15,000.00
- Windows and Doors $ 25,000.00
. Blackboard and Glue $ 5,000.00
o Misc. and Hidden Asbestos $ 20,000.00
- Ceiling Tile Glue Daub $ 10,000.00
N Boiler Demolition 5 10,000.00
Light Fixtures/PCB’s Ballasts 5 10,000.00
= Engineering Fees $ 35,000.00
”3 ‘ Total: s 250,000.00
"’: Please do not hesitate to call me at (508) 628-5486 if you have questions.
NNNNN Very truly yours,
B Universal Environmental Consultants

13
; PO b \ B -

M L . Y
-~ "Ammar M. Dieb
b President

UEC:\smallprojects\DPCStowCost
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Existing Conditions

Center School

Overview of Physical Conditions

Site

The Center Elementary School, is located on Great Road about 1 /4
mile west of the town center. Until 1954, the site was known as the
Larson Farm, at which time the property was purchased by the town.
The site fronts Great Road on the south, with residential and town
properties on the remaining sides. Town owned, according to Plan-
ning Board interpretation this site is constrained by the requirements

of the Residential District as defined in the Town of Stow Zoning By-
laws.

£ T
The site is approximately 15 acres in area and incorporates, besides
the school with its necessary access roads, side walks and parking
areas, two tennis courts and playfields containing softball, baseball,
and two overlapping soccer fields used primarily by school, with
some community use. The southern portion of the site is fairly flat,
and contains wetlands toward the north. Upland areas are occupied
by the school building and associated vehicular and play areas.
Ledge is believed to exist in the area. Future building expansion
would need to take these factors into account.

Building

The present school is comprised of a single story building with origi-

nal construction occurring in 1954. Additions were built in 1957 and
1964.

A stone building was constructed m 1918 as an apple storage barn
when the property was the Largvggffngrm.' A wood framed blacksmith
shop, in poor condition, was also part of the farm, and still resides on
the site. The Historical Commission has determined the stone build-
ing and blacksmith shop have significance.

The main school building has a fairly standard masonry bearing wall
exterior with flat and pitched roofs framed in wood. With the excep-
tion of roofing replacements, most materials and systems are original

With the exception of electrical, the facility's engineering systems are
operating adequately, but many components are well past their pre-
dicted service life and others do not meet present code requirements.

Lack of a fire protection system and a limited on-site water supply are
of particular concern.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions
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Center School

Physical Conditions
Basic Data

Address
Use

Site Area

Building
Footprint

Building Floor
Area

Use Group

Zoning Dis-
trict

Date Built

Stories
Foundation

Structural
System

Exterior Walls

Roofing:

Window Sys-
tem

Exterior Doors
Interior Doors

Interior Walls

Great Road

Stow, Massachusetts 01880

Elementary School: serving grades 3

through 5
15 acres
36,360 sgft

36,360 sqft

E - Educational

Résidential District

Original Build-
ing

1954 (stone
building 1918)

1

Spread footings

Perimeter ma-
sonry bearing
walls, wood
framed roofs

Brick veneer /
CMU backup
(stone)

Single ply
membrane /

asphalt shingles
Wood/Metal

Meta/Wood
Solid core wood

Painted ma-
sonry/drywall

Additions
1957, 1964

1
Spread footings

Perimeter ma-
sonry bearing
walls, wood
framed roofs

Brick veneer /
CMU backup

Single ply mem-
brane

Wood/Metal

Meta/Wood
Solid core wood

Painted ma-

sonry/drywall

Stow Elernentary Schools Feasibility Study

Existing Conditions
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Floors Vinyl asbestos Vinyl asbestos

tile, carpet tile, carpet
Ceilings Plaster, ACT Plaster, ACT
HV Gas-fired boil- Same

ers, hot water to
unit ventilator,s
fin-tube radia-

tion, and H/V
units
Water Onsite well w/ Same
4" main
Fire Service None Same
Sewage Forced main to Same
onsite leaching
field
Electric 120/208v, 3- Same
phase, 4-wire
Gas Two services via Same

NSTAR

Summary of Existing Architectural Conditions
1. Building Code Compliance

A. Life Safety Code Issues

Egress Doors

The location, quantity, width and capacity of egress doors appear
_adequate throughout the building. However, most are non-compliant

with barrier-free access code (see below).

Egress Access Corridors

The width and therefore capacity of egress access passageways ap-

pears adequate throughout the building. There are no "dead-end" cor~
ridors exceeding code limitations.

Stairs

.Stairs to the platform in the gym/ cafetorium do not comply with cur-

rent code requirements for width, handrails, and landing dimensional
requirements.

Fire Separation

Current code requires fire separation between the gym/ cafetorium
and the remainder of the building. Wall construction appears ade-

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions



quate to achieve this, however doors and frame should be replaced
with labeled units.

N

/" Platform Framing

The platform framing is suspected to be wood, which does not meet
¥ current code fire-resistance requirements. Replacement should be
anticipated as a part of any major renovation project.

L B. Barrier-free Access Code Issues

Entries

The formal entrance to the gym/ cafetorium is non-accessible, and a
gy

ramp or other a code conforming remedy is recommended.

A steep pitch slopes up to the main entry school which exceeds bar-
rier-free requirements.

The stone building entries are non-accessible.

At several other exterior doors the distance to grade also exceeds pre-

sent day requirements. In those cases grade and slope should be ad-
justed.

Door Size, Clearance and Hardware

All doors have non-compliant hardware, some are too narrow to
permit the passage of a wheelchair and many do not have sufficient
clearance beyond the jambs. With few exceptions, all doors, frames
E and hardware should be re-placed. S

Stairs and Handrails

Stairs in the gym/ cafetorium do not permit access to the platform.
Clearances, nosings, handrails and dimensional requirements do not
meet present codes.

Ramps
There are no ramps.

Toilet Rooms

With the exception of one marginally compliant single user toilet
room in the west wing, all toilet rooms would require major redesign
and replacement of fixtures, fittings, accessories, and partitions to
comply with current code.

Drinking Fountains

Of the few drinking fountains within corridors, none appear to be no
I barrier-free. The bubblers located at classroom casework sinks are
1 7 also non-compliant.

s
i

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions
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Site Issues: Refer to landscape architect’s report by Larson Associates,
contained herein.

C. Seismic Code Issues

This topic is addressed in the Structural Report by DM Berg Associ-

, ates, contained herein, however, in general the building framing sys-
tem appears to meet current seismic codes for existing buildings to be
renovated. As a component of any comprehensive renovation, the
tops of all interior and exterior masonry walls that are not rigidly

[ connected to the floor and/or roof structure, must be restrained.

_____ 2. Exterior

A. Walls
A _ The main building exterior walls are primarily brick masonry with a
= concrete masonry unit backup and no insulation or airspace. Wood
o panels areas above classroom windows are also framed in wood

which spans between vertical steel lally columns. For the most part,
masonry is in good condition, although repointing of the chimney is
recommended. Consideration should be given to either a comprehen-
sive refinish of wood panels, or complete replacement in the future.

The stone building appears to have solid rubble walls of approxi-
mately two foot or more thickness. The construction and pointing is
in good condition.

Current wall construction conforms to the energy code under the ex-
isting building category. However, if significant new work is contem-
5 plated additional energy conservation measures may be required,

| such as vapor barriers, airspace and/or insulation.

B. Windows
There are both wood and metal framed windows, all clear singvlng‘mpane
without thermal breaks. They are in generally poor condition. Pe-
rimeter and internal weatherstripping and caulking are also in poor
condition or, in some cases, non-existent. As such, the window system
does not provide any mitigation of energy loss and does not meet

present code requirements. Full window replacement is recom-
mended. S s

Window Sills
Brick rowlock sills are in relatively good condition with the exception
of the gym/cafetorium; replacement is recommended at this location.

C. Roof

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions
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B According to the building custodian, the flat roofs were replaced with
an insulated EPDM system 15 to 20 years ago, and appear to be sery-

iceable. The reroofing improved slopes for positive drainage to roof

~ drains, although rainwater has been known to back up and cause

leaks due to undersized roof drain branch piping. Although service-

able for the near term, the roofing is near the end of its effective life,

- and frequent failures and maintenance should be anticipated.

The entry canopy roof at the main building is in poor condition, and
- replacement is recommended.

Skylights within the flat roof appear old, but are in fair condition. No
leaks were reported at the skylights.
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The stone building and gym/cafetorium have pitched roofs with as-
phalt shingles. The asphalt shingles on the main building are visibly
deteriorated, and replacement in the near futurels recommended.
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Gravel Stops and Flashing

i

Copper gutters and downspouts are generally in poor condition.

Gravel stops are similarly in a deteriorated state. Replacement is rec-
ommended.

E. Caulking and Sealants

As a general rule, these components of the building envelope have
been replaced and/ or repaired over the years only when absolutely
necessary and only to the degree necessary to restore their usefulness.
Any major renovation project should be the occasion to remove and
replace all joint filler material, including backer rods.

F. Soffits, Fascias and Trim

) Plywood soffits and wood fascias and trim are generally in poor con-
dition. All should be replaced if the building is to be renovated in the
next several years. Existing wood trim, if it is appropriateto  the

design and mission of the renovation could be recovered with new
prefinished brake metal.

L The wood gable ends at the gym/ cafetorium are deteriorated. At a
minimum these should receive a comprehensive refinishing program.
Wood louvers in the same area are in very poor condition, with re-
placement recommended.

G. Areaways

A concrete walled utility trench connects the main building west wing
with the stone building. No problems were reported.
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Interior

A. Floor Construction

Floor substrate is cast-in-place concrete, in good condition. No prob-
lems were reported.

Floor finishes are typically carpet and vinyl asbestos tile (VAT). The
carpet is fair to poor and replacement is recommended. If renova-
tions that disturb the VAT are to be performed, permanent abatement
of the VAT in accordance with applicable regulations is recom-

mended. Also refer to Asbestos Abatement Report by Universal Envi-
ronmental Consultants, contained herein.

Gym/Cafetorium flooring is a non-original “hockey” style flooring in
fair condition. Replacement with a more resilient wood or synthetic

. flooring should be considered. The platform appears to be the origi-

nal wood,ﬂvc’)(’)ring which has seen much service. Refurbishment is

recommepded, _
Wall Construction

In general, interior walls in the main building are made up of painted
concrete masonry units, in good condition, with the exception of
small amounts of building settlement related cracking. There are

limited areas of painted drywall and glazed masonry units, all in fair
condition.

The gym/cafetorium has wood paneling, which is in fair to poor con-

dition. Replacement or refurbishment of the paneling is recom-
mended.

The stone building has painted drywall on the interior side of the ex-
terior stone walls, as well as some interior drywall partitions, all of
which are in fair condition. Repainting should be considered.

Due to lack of use and condition, consideration should be given to re-
placement of folding partitions in the main building.

Ceilings

Ceiling systems are typically either plaster or acoustical tile. Plaster
ceilings are in fair condition and should be repainted as a part of an
ongoing maintenance plan. Acoustical ceilings, most of which are
concealed-spline systems, are in fair to poor condition. In particular
the gym/cafetorium ceiling is in poor condition and replacement is
recommended. Elsewhere, eventual replacement should be consid-
ered due to condition and difficulty of access.
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D. Kitchen

Kitchen equipment is typically very old and worn. Full replacement
is recommended to upgrade the facility to current standards.

- E. Chalk- and Tackboards

Classroom chalkboards are original, and replacement is recom-
mended as a component of any major renovation. Writing surfaces

- would likely be specified as marker boards or a combination of

marker and chalkboards.

- Limited areas of tackboard exist in corridors. These are in fair to poor
condition, and eventual replacement is recommended as part of an

L:

ongoing maintenance program.

F. Doors and Hardware

As noted in previous sections latch and lockset hardware and some
doors present problems of non-compliance with barrier-free access
codes. In addition, most doors, interior as well as exterior, are in poor

operational and physical condition. Replacement of doors, frames,
and hardware is recommended

S

4. Built-In Furniture and Equipment

A. Classroom Casework

Existing perimeter casework shows cosmetic and structural damage
from decades of hard service, particularly at sinks.

2 Cubbies are original to the building. They are in poor condition, with
limited serviceability. Coathooks are insufficient and /or missing.
J The casework is not barrier-free. All casework should be replaced
) with new units that meet code, are appropriate to function, and easier
" to care for. ‘

B. Gym Equipment
N Basketball Backstops and Goals
The backstops and goals in the gym/ cafetorium are worn out and re-

placement is recommended.

C. Platform Curtains and Rigging

The fire curtain and manilla rope rigging appear to be old, and should
be inspected by a professional rigger.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Existing Conditions



siieriy e

5. Cost of Recommended Architectural Renovation Items

Cost to address life safety/code issues/ barrier-free accessibility, re-
place deteriorating systems (windows, roofs, doors, etc), and bring

finishes to as-new condition (ie. painting, etc). This cost figure does
not include new construction,

$2,163,120

For further detail see attached Base Reno cost backup data contained
in the Appendix section of this report.

f
l
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CENTER SCHOOL.:
Existing Site Conditions

The Center School is located on Great Road (Rt. 117) in the center of Town. The 15 acre site is
located near the Town Hall and is adjacent to the Hale School site. The land area around the existing
school is relatively flat and is used for parking and traffic circulation. There are residences
immediately east and west of the school along Great Road. The Stow Outdoor Classroom uses the
wetlands and Clay Pond to the west and north of the school property. The land rises gently to the

north and east of the school towards the Hale Middle School and Hartley Road. Utility services (gas,
electric, telephone) are available at the site.

The site has two entrances off Great Road. The eastern drive serves a small parking lot (2 handicap
spaces, 5 paved parking spaces, 10 ‘lawn’ spaces) with a one way drive and exit. The loading area
for the kitchen is located here. The main entrance is in the center of the site and serves the main
entrance, the main parking lot and bus drop/pickup area. The drive loops around a landscape
‘commons’ area and exits at Great Road. A small play structure is located adjacent to the parking lot
and the back of the school. On an upper level area behind the school are the play fields (softball,
baseball, two overlapping soccer fields) and two tennis courts. Service is accommodated on the east
side of the building with a small loading area. The land to the west is a bordering vegetated wetlands
resource area connected to a larger wetlands system to the north and west. The site has a single
entrance off Great Road which feeds the bus loop in the center of the site at the main entrance, the
main parking lot on the west side of the building, the parent drop off area and a small parking area
located at front of the building. The road has a one way exit on the extreme west side of the site on
the opposite side of a large common space. The property line on the east side of the building is very
tight to the structure. The property line opens to Hartley Roadporthwe_st of the school.

g

Service and Utilities:

Service (dumpster, wood storage shed) facilities are located on the east side of the building facing
the adjacent residential area. The electrical transformer and the underground oil storage tanks are
located here also. A small loading dock (24” high) with access for one vehicle is located on the east
side of the building. Potable water is provided by an on-site well located behind the building just off
the center hard surface play area. Sanitary waste is handled on site with septic tanks and pump
station located to the east of the building and the leaching fields under the play fields.

Accessibility:

The school’s main entrance is the only accessible entrance. There are 18 doorways that have a stgp
and are not code compliant. The handicap parking spaces are also not to codé. The spaces are 0o far
from the main entrance (over 200° feet), striped and signed inappropriately and the accessible route
from the handicap parking area requires additional signage, a new curb cut and pavement stripping.

22 Mill Street, Suite One ¢ Arlington, Massachusetts 02476-4738
Phone: (781)841-2150 » Fax: (781)643-9221
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Landscaping:

The landscape of the Center School is highlighted by the ‘commons’ area at the center of the
main driveway loop. Rock out crops, mature sugar maples and flowering trees cover the lawn
area. A small courtyard frames the canopied main entrance of the building. The property lines
to the east and west are heavily vegetated and provide a good protection for the neighbors. The
remainder of the site is enhanced by it’s setting near wetlands highlighted by with red maples.
The street trees along Great Road are sugar maples providing a distinctly New England rural
feel. The lawn areas around the building are well mown but in need of maintenance and repair.

Play Areas/ Athletic Fields:

The play areas for the school are all located at the rear of the building. These areas are safe and
fenced off from all traffic and vehicular circulation. There is a large rectangular paved play area next
to the play structure which has one circular slide, two horizontal bars and several platforms. The
surfacing is a ‘fibar’ type resilient surfacing contained by landscape timbers capped with a recycled
plastic timber. The play fields are located behind and above the school. There is a softball field,
baseball field and two overlapping soccer fields. The tennis courts located at the edge of the play
fields. The fields are all over used and need of repair or reconstruction. The tennis courts are cracked

and have indications of ponding, The fencing is old and needs to be replaced. There is no accessible
path to these facilities. '

Traffic, Parking and Vehicular Circulation:

All the buses and visitor traffic to the Center School site enters on a one way driveway from Great
Road (Route 117). The drive passes by the main entrance to the school and the auditorium and
loops by the parking area. Buses enter and stage at the front of the school and exit on the same drive
as parents entering the site to access the parking lot and drop off or pick up their children. Most
school persormel and visitors use the same driveway entrance and park in the main lot. There is
considerable traffic and congestion at peak moming and aftemoon hours. The site has 40 paved
parking spaces, 10 dirt parking spaces and 4 designated handicap spaces. There is accommodation
for 5 buses (in two shifis=10 buses) at the main drive. Parking is adequate for daily school

operations. Parallel parking along the entry drive and in the rear can accommodate overflow parking
for ‘special’ events.

Lighting:
There is minimal site lighting at the school. There is one floodlight mounted on a utility pole across

the entry drive from the canopied entrance A second flood light is mounted on a utility pole near the
play structure. All other lighting is building mounted.

Site Constraints:

The property lines on the east and west side of the building is very tight and will limit any future
development in these areas. The land to the north beyond the existing play fields is a bordering
vegetated wetlands area connected to a larger wetlands system to the north and west. The land area
to the north and east of the school connects directly to the Hale School property behind the Fire
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Station. There appear to be some restrictions due to possible wetlands and adjacent buffer zones in
this area. Wetlands identification in this area will need to be pursued.

Site Potential:

This site has development potentials. The parcel size and adjacency to Hartley Road offer
opportunities to expand or build new while redirecting traffic off the heavily traveled Great Road
onto the lesser traveled side road. The land on the upper east and north side of the site slopes up and

way from the school and will need to be studied and any development designed to work with the
slope.
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22 Mill Street, Suite One
Arlington, MA 02476

Phone: (781) 641-2150 x 14

Fax: (781) 643-9221
AI;%OR;J%OTENSI dfisher@larson-associates.com
LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECTS

WETLANDS REPORT

Sent to: Keith Hoffses From: David Fisher, Larson Associates
Company: D.P.C. Richard Kirby, L.E.C.

Address: 500 Rutherford Ave Project: Stow Schools Study-Center School
City/State: Charlestown, MA 02129

I visited the Project Site on Monday October 28, 2002 and met with Rich Kirby (L.E.C.) and Mark Piermarini

(Hamwey Engineering, Inc.) to walk the site for wetlands and engineering concemns and comments. We offer the
following comments and observations:

L.

‘ Center School Site:

Wetlands: Refer to the attached Sketch Drawing showing the Center and the Hale School sites. We met
at the gravel parking lot (north of the Fire Station) along Hartley Road and proceeded to canvas the site
west of the lot towards the Center School Site. Rich Kirby used a soil auger to help in his interpretation
of the limits of wetlands on the site. We found a small resource area (Bordering vegetated Wetlands)
approximately 80" to the east of the tennis courts. The area was connected to a drainage ditch parallel to,
and about 25’off the tennis courts, draining to the north and then to the west. The drainage system then
forms the extreme northern edge of the play fields for the School and eventually drains into Clay Pond at
the area known as the Stow Outdoor Classroom. Clay Pond is a small to moderate sized pond with a
control structure at its southern end. The water flows over the control structure into a closed system
which daylights about 300’ to the south behind the basebalt backstop. From here, the water flows off site
to pond behind the neighboring church. The stream bed at this point was dry and it is believed the stream
is not perennial. Initial investigation of Clay Pond indicates that the pond does not likely function as a
vernal pool. A small isolated depression just north of parcels 2,3, and 4 appears to be an area that retains
water for short periods of time and exhibits some wetland characteristics. These areas were considered

__extremely borderline and were felt that they would not be under the jurisdiction of the Conservation

Commiiissioii. The site investigated today has the capacity to carry some development. There is an

‘avenue’ of land for a possible connection to the Hale School.



Hamwey Engineering, Inc.
Civil Engineering

Center Elementary School
Existing Utilities Report
November 15, 2002

Hamwey Engineering, Inc. performed a visual site inspection, reviewed the site plan by
Kilham, Hopkins, Greeley & Brodie Architects dated January 28, 1964, and spoke with
the school custodian with regards to the existing utilities.

Site Drainage:

T v A
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The site drainage consists of a closed drainage system with manholes and catch
basins that outlet through a 24” pipe to a drainage ditch to the west side of the site.
All of the existing drainage pipe on site is transite (asbestos pipe) and will need to
be removed according to standard abatement procedures. Hamwey Engineering,
Inc. spoke with Corkey, the school custodian, and he stated that during heavy rains
the drainage on the east side of the building ponds. Also the roof drains back up in
the building and this could be due to the size of the pipe or the drywells they outlet
to may not be recharging water fast enough for the amount of contributing roof

runoff. These were the only site related drainage problems according to the
custodian.

It is assumed that due to expansion on the site, there will be an increase in drainage
flows off of the site. Under the Wetlands Protection Act, it will be required that the
pre and-post-development flows from the site be maintained at pre-development
rates. Also the site is within an Interim Wellhead Protection Area for the school
well, therefore an increase in impervious area of more than 15% will result in all
additional drainage to be treated and recharged into the ground. To accomplish this,
the use of new retention facilities will be required for storm water runoff. Soil

testing to determine the recharge capacity of the soil will need to be performed for
the retention facility.

Also, as a result of the proposed expansion and site grading, it is assumed that the
existing drainage system will have to be upgraded. This will include replacing
catch basins, manholes and drainage pipe, and installing structures required for
storm water treatment and separation of roof runoff and pavement runoffin
accordance with the Department of Environmental Protection Stormwater

Management guidelines. Due to these new regulations a new drain system would
have to be installed.
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It is recommended that a new drainage system be installed and outlet at the same
location on the west side of the site. New drainage work and grading will be within
the 100-foot buffer zone of the wetlands and require a Notice of Intent to be filed
with the local conservation commission. Any portions of the drainage system that
may be able to remain should be cleaned out. This would include clearing sand and
debris from all catch basins and manholes, and flushing debris from drain lines.

Site Sewer System:

According to the 1957 4-classroom addition design plans for the Center School the
site contains a sewage disposal system with septic tanks, pump chamber and
leaching facility. In 1957 the existing system contained one septic tank, a pump
chamber with a 4” asbestos cement force main to a dosing tank and a distribution
manhole that outlets to 1,600 linear feet (LF) of disposal trench. The 4-classroom
addition design plans show a new septic tank added that abuts the existing tank and
holes were cored in order to connect the septic tanks together, therefore both septic
tanks have a combined capacity of 11,369 g'glggns. Also the plans from 1957 show
an additional 1,600 LF of disposal trench added to the existing leaching facility.

According to the design plans all the sewer lines and manholes carry the sanitary
sewerage to an 11,369-gallon septic tank. The septic tank outlets to a pump
chamber that pumps through a 4™ asbestos cement force main to the dosing

chamber. The dosing chamber alternates doses to the two 1,600 LF leaching
facilities.

A Title.V inspection is required when there is an addition to a building or the flow
to the system is being increased and this should be performed prior to the site

design process. Upgrades to the site sewer including grease trap, septic tank and L 4
sewer lines will most likely be required due to the increase in flows and new Title V . g&f @
requirements. . f‘ﬁ\ Ry
v
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We can assume the existing septic system has a capacity less than 37§ students
therefore a new septic system will be required. A new septic system will require
soil testing to determine groundwater and soil texture according to Title V
regulations. The flow from the school can be determined using the Title V
regulations of § gallons per day (GPD) per student for an elementary school with

cafeteria and gym without showers. The flow for the new student population (375
students x 8 GPD per student) will be 3,000 GPD.
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Once the flows are calculated then there are three categories to follow for the new
i septic system design. The three categories are pressure dosing technology for flows
from 2,000 GPD to 9,999 GPD, alternative septic system technology (i.e.
recirculating sand filter, Bioclere, etc.) for flows between 10,000 GPD and 14,999
GPD, and a wastewater treatment facility for flows over 15,000 GPD. Therefore at
a minimum a pressure dosing septic system will be required.

e Site Water Distribution System:

According to maintenance records the existing well located on the lower level of the
west wing at the Center School was replaced in August 15, 1983 and was designed

o to deliver 5 GPM from 284,

5

= At this time it is unknown if the water distribution system is adequately sized to
meet the demands of the proposed student population. However, it is likely that the

ot

existing well to the school may need to be upgraded or supplemented by a new
well.

L ) A new well or increased pumping capacity of the existing well will require source

” approval from the Department of Environmental Protection. The approval process
may require re-siting the well away from the project area. Depending on the well
pump rate cnitenia, a Zone I radius is established and nothing may be sited
(including driveways, building, play fields, etc.) within this Zone [ radius. Also any
sewage disposal systems located within the Interim Wellhead Protection Area

requires an alternative system design depending on sewage flow rates as stated
above under Site Sewer System.

L A determination of the well capacity, placement and source approval will be
required and should be performed prior to the site design process.

by .
L Gas Service:

1 According to visual inspection and speaking with the school custodian there are two
. gas services from Great Road. One small service connection is at the southeast

corner of the building and the other main service connection is at the west wing of
l" the building. The site gas main appears to run from Great Road to a small meter at
1 the southeast corner of the school and a large meter on the west wing, where they
enter the building. Nstar Gas Company provides gas service to the school.

L. Nstar Gas Company stated they perform all work required for new services or
removal and replacement of existing services. The services performed by the gas
P company may be back charged to the Town of Stow depending on the amount of
additional usage required by the increased school capacity.

-3.
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O1l Tank:

There are no oil tanks on site. The oil tank was removed approximately 9 years
: ago according to the school custodian. Investigation may have to be performed to
determine if there are any contaminated soils in area.

- Conclusions:

All of the existing site utilities appear to be in working order. Cleaning of the
drainage system is highly recommended. It is also recommended that the existing
septic system be inspected per Title V requirements including soil testing to

determine if the existing system is in good working order and determination of the
groundwater table.

bt

The increased student population will result in increased sanitary sewerage flows.
Title V requires an upgrade of the existing septic system when there is an increase
in flow. The increased sanitary flow at the school will require an alternative
technology septic system. Water demands at the school will also be increased.
Upgrades to the well and water distribution system will most likely be required to
meet these demands. A new source approval will be required and should be
investigated as soon as possible in the design process.

The expansion at the site will create new impervious surfaces and thus, create new
storm water flows. These flows will be required to be retained and/or detained on-

site. This will require the addition of new closed drainage systems, retention and/or
1 detention facilities and storm water treatment systems.

As a result of the proposed additions and renovations to the existing building,
E upgrades to site drainage, sewer, water and gas systems will be required. These

L systems will most likely require some relocation due to the location of proposed
building additions and site improvements.
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November 5, 2002

Mr. Keith Hoffses

Design Partnership of Cambridge, Inc.
Hood Office Park

500 Rutherford Avenue, 2™ Floor
Charlestown, MA 02129

RE: CENTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, STOW, MASSACHUSETTS
SUBJECT: FEASIBILITY STUDY

Dear Keith:

As:part of the Feasibility Study, we comment on the relevant structural provisions of 780 CMR 34, which
contains the Building Code requirements for repairs, alterations, and additions to existing buildings. We
understand that the scope of the project is a variable at this point.

On October 15, 2002, a representative from this office visited the above-referenced School. The purpose
of this visit was to perform a cursory, visual investigation of the existing superstructure for the preparation
of this 780 CMR 34 study. A second visit was made to Center School on October 29, 2002 to obtain more
information about the existing building with stone bearing walls.

Presently, we have formulated our study of the existing buildings with a Seismic Hazard Category “2". In
short, this means that the existing building would not be required to be brought up to the “Code” standards
for new construction. Simply: (a) existing structural components and systems that are damaged or
decayed would be replaced or repaired; (b) existing structural components and systems that are not
“Code” compliant would not be made any worse than they already are; and (¢) certain existing seismic
hazards would be mitigated. “Not making the building any worse” implies that existing structural
components and systems that resist gravity and lateral loads are either not modified or are replicated if
modified. “Seismic hazards” generally mean un-braced or un-tied masonry and precast elements,

parapets, and chimneys. Mitigating these hazards generally means tying them off to floor and roof
diaphragms.

Our intention would be to separate any major additions structurally from the existing building. Minor
additions and infills are assumed to be structurally attached, but new, structurally attached floor areas and
building masses are assumed not to exceed 10 percent of existing floor area and building mass. This

assumption is quite important since increases over 10 percent could draw in some significant seismic
retrofit costs.

If minor renovations are done to the Center School, no seismic upgrades are required. By minor
renovation, we mean that the increase in area or weight of the additions is less than 10 percent,

occupancy is not increased by more than 25 percent, and total cost of alterations does not exceed 50% of
the assessed value of the building.
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Hood Office Park
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parapets, and chimneys. Mitigating these hazards generally means tying them off to floor and roof
diaphragms.

Our intention would be to separate any major additions structurally from the existing building. Minor
additions and infills are assumed to be structurally attached, but new, structurally attached floor areas and
building masses are assumed not to exceed 10 percent of existing floor area and building mass. This

assumption is quite important since increases over 10 percent could draw in some significant seismic
retrofit costs.

If minor renovations are done to the Center School, no seismic upgrades are required. By minor
renovation, we mean that the increase in area or weight of the additions is less than 10 percent,

occupancy is not increased by more than 25 percent, and total cost of alterations does not exceed 50% of
the assessed value of the building.
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GENERAL BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS — CENTER SCHOOL ,

ORIGINAL BUILDING

The original building was constructed around 1954 and is a one-story building comprised of a
gymnasium/cafetorium with platform and kitchen at the front, some offices and classrooms behind
it, and a detached building with stone bearing walls. The gymnasium/cafetorium has an attic
space with steel trusses to frame the attic floor and roof. Trusses are supported on the perimeter
masonry walls. Classrooms have wood framing and wood decking supported on masornry load

bearing walls. The stone building has conventional wood framing at roof and attic levels supported
on perimeter stone bearing walls. ) ' ‘ ' ’

Steel trusses above the all-purpose room appear to be in good shape. Some cracks were

observed in the masonry walls supporting the trusses. The cracks are minor and do not represent
a major structural problem.

We were able to observe the roof structure over the classrooms at couple of locations. Roof

framing comprises of wood decking supported on wood joists. Steel beams might have been used
in some locations.

There were some cracks observed in the bearing walls at classrooms and at the boiler room. The
exterior brick fagade had some cracking at several locations, and some separation, especially
above the boiler room exterior stairs. Exterior foundation walls showed signs of cracking,
settlement, and spalling at several locations. None of these cracks has any immediate structural
implication. If there will be no renovation at this time, we recommend monitoring the brick

separation above the boiler room exterior stair for any additional movement, and all the exterior
cracks for any water leakage.

The stone bearing walls around the stone building are about two feet thick and appear to be in
good shape. Roof framing consists of 2x6 rafters at two feet on center framing to the ridge plate.
Wood decking frames over the rafters. Attic floor framing consists of 2x6 joists framing to a center
beam that is hung from the roof rafters through a 5/8” diameter rod supported on two collar
channels bolted to roof rafters every six feet. There are some wood partition walls and columns
below the attic level, which could be partially supporting the center beam (depending on the size
of the beam). Two layers of T&G wood decking frame over the wood joists and form the attic

diaphragm. The wood framing of the roof and attic of the stone building appears to be in good
shape,

ADDITIONS

There have been two additions to the original building, around 1957 and 1964. The first addition
was a four-classroom addition. The second was a six-classroom addition. These additions are

one-story buildings attached to the existing classroom wing with the same type of wood framing
and some steel beams for the roof.

The same type of cracks as in the original building could be observed in the bearing walls and
brick fagade of the additions.
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REPAIRS, ALTERATIONS, AND ADDITIONS

SEISMIC-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1.

The Hazard Index for schools (Use Group E) is “4" (Reference Table 3403.0). The
proposed change in Hazard Index is zero since there is no proposed change of use.

The Seismic Hazard Exposure Group is “2” (Reference Table 1612.2.5) and the Hazard
Index is not changing from less than “4” to “4” or greater. Therefore, the Seismic Hazard
Category (SHC) can be either “1” or “2” (Reference Table 3408.1) depending on: (a)
percentage increase in occupancy; or (b) cost of alterations relative to the assessed
valuation of the “building” to be altered, (ie., not the entire property). Since the
occupancy could be increased by more than 25 percent and since it is more than likely
that the total cost of the alterations would exceed 50 percent of the assessed valuation of
the building to be altered, we chose to formulate this study with an SHC of “2”, not *1".

For SHC equals 2 (Reference 3408.5.4.4):

a. Alterations cannot be made to existing elements or systems that contribute to the
lateral load resistance of the building, which would reduce their capacity to resist
lateral loads unless the reduction is compensated by new elements or systems of
equivaient strength and stiffness (Reference 3408.3.5). For the Stow Schools,
the existing lateral load resisting elements and systems are: (a) masonry walls;
and (b) roof diaphragms. This requirement applies to SHC of 1 as well.

b. Special existing earthquake hazards must be mitigated (Reference 3408.6.3).
Existing parapets must be removed, braced, or reinforced. Existing masonry

walls must be tied to the floor or roof diaphragms. This requirement would not
apply to SHC 1.

The new major floor areas would, in all likelihood, be framed “structurally separate” from
the existing building structure.  However, for additions not structurally separate
(Reference 3408.4.3.2), the seismic requirements vary depending upon the percent
increase in gross floor area and seismic mass (weight) as foliows:

a. If both the area and weight increases are less than 10 percent, then the only

requirement is conformance with 780 CMR 3408.3.5 (as described previously in
paragraph 11.A.3.a). ’

b. If either the area or weight is increased by 10 percent or more, but neither is
increased by more than 100 percent, then the structure must be designed for a
percentage of the base earthquake force to be calculated in accordance with
3408.6.1.1 and Figure 3408.1. The percentage of the base earthquake force
varies linearly from 40 percent at an area or weight increase of 10 percent to 100
percent at an area or weight increase of 70 percent.



{

-

CENTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, STOW, MASSACHUSETTS
FEASIBILITY STUDY

NOVEMBER 5, 2002

PAGE 4

c. If either the area or weight is increased by more than 100 percent, then the
structure in its entirety must conform to the requirements of 780 CMR for new
construction.

B. WIND-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1.

Again, where the new major floor areas would in all likelihood be framed “structurally
separate” from the existing building structure, the effects due to wind on the existing
building would not be altered since the “wind-sail area” would not be increased. In this
case, a lateral force resisting system must be in place (i.e., the existing system, a
retrofitted system, or a completely new system) for the “structure-as-a-whole” that
satisfies 780 CMR 1611.0 for new construction, except the Wind Exposure Category can
be reduced to “A” (Reference 3408.5.3). (Note: The term “structure-as-a-whole” in 780

CMR is generally interpreted as precluding components, cladding, and local supporting
elements.)

If an option involves expansion of the existing wind-sail area, then a wind analysis must
be performed (Reference 3408.4.2.1). If the analysis reveals that the expansion
produces wind effects that exceed the capacity of the existing lateral force resisting
system by more than 10 percent, then a new lateral force resisting system (ie., a
retrofitted system or a completely new system) must be in place for the “structure-as-a-
whole” that satisfies 780 CMR 1611.0 for new construction, using Wind Exposure
Category B. if the analysis reveals that the expansion produces wind effects that do not

exceed the capacity of the existing lateral force resisting system by more than 10 percent,
then only the requirements defined in 11.B.1 apply.

C. GRAVITY LOAD-RELATED REQUIREMENTS

1.

All new structural systems and elements must satisfy 780 CMR for new construction
(Reference 3408.3.1).

Existing structural systems and components in sound condition may be reused provided
that their structural properties are determined by tests or from generally accepted
historical records and the structural analyses of the systems and components
demonstrates their capacity to satisfy 780 CMR (Reference 3408.3.2). Existing structural
systems and components may be repaired or reinforced if need be (Reference 3408.3.3).

D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

1.

Prior to repair, alteration, addition, and change of use, a structural engineering evaluation
must be performed on the existing building to determine the adequacy of the existing
structural systems and components that are affected by the repairs, alterations, and
additions. The evaluation must include review of original design documents that are
available, field investigations, and structural analyses. The evaluation may require
detailed field surveys and sampling and testing of in-situ materials. A report of the
structural evaluation must be submitted to the building official with the application for a
building permit (References 3402.1.1 and 3408.2).
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During construction, conventional construction administration services by the Structural
Engineer of Record would be required as defined by 780 CMR 1 and 780 CMR 17.
Additionally, any assumed conditions on which the structural designs and analyses were
based must be verified in the field during construction. If the assumed conditions are
altered in a way detrimental to public safety, then the structural design must be redefined
and the building official must be notified {Reference 3408.2.3).

Prior to repair, alteration, addition, and change of use, geotechnical explorations and
analyses must be performed to evaluate the soil-supporting conditions and the
foundations for the lateral load analyses required by 780 CMR 3408.3.4 and for the
liquefaction analyses required by 780 CMR 3408.7 (Reference 3408.2.4).

The application for a building permit must identify all items which, in whole or in part, do
not conform with the structural provisions of 780 CMR and all proposed “Compliance
Alternatives” for approval by the building official. Proposed Compliance Alternatives, if
any, must also be submitted to the BBRS together with copies of the building permit and

the building official's decision regarding the proposed Compliance Alternatives
(References 3402.1.3 and 3402.1.5).

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

DM BERG CONSULTANTS, P.C.

Ali R. Borojerdi, P.E.

Vice President

[Mdpc\2211veporsistructural02782_slow_school 5_sludy3center.doc
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Building System Survey
~ Center School

Stow, MA
October 18, 2002
o F&T Project No. 02089.00

X 1. Building Summary

Lt

The existing building is a single-story structure, approximately 36,360 SF in size. The
original building was constructed in 1954; there were classroom additions in 1957 and
3 1964. Mechanical and Electrical spaces are located in spaces in the1957 I

Building addition. Spaces within the building include a gymnasium/cafetoriurn with platform,
a kitchen (used only for food warming), administrative and nurse’'s area, a combined 1

" teacher workroom faculty lounge (formerly a boy's shower room), a custodial area (formerly

a girl's shower room) , twelve classrooms serving grades 3 through 5, and several

specialized teaching areas including computer lab, science, art, music, library, special

needs, and remedial math and reading. The science program is housed in a freestanding
adjacent stone building.

Em‘n‘ngr

2. Plumbing

a. Existing Plumbing System Evaluation

1. Presently, the plumbing systems serving the building are sanitary waste and vent, cold
water, hot water, storm drainage and natural gas.

2. The sanitary waste and vent system collects waste from the plumbing fixtures
throughout the building and flows out of the building by gravity at one
location to a on-site septic system. A Sump pump in the boiler room serves floor

drains and pumps up to the gravity system. There is a grease interceptor in the crawl _ |
space which serves the kitchen pot sink.

3. The cold water system service, a 4-inch main, comes into the building at one
location, via an exterior well pump and passes through pumps, a pressure reducing

station and storage tank and distributes throughout the building. Equipment is old and
inefficient.

MECHANICAL / ELECTRICAL ENGINEERS
| 206 West Cummings Park, Wobumn, MA 01801 / Tel: 781-376-9600 / Fax: 781-376-5025 / email: info@f-t.com / www.f-t.com
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4. The hot water system originates from a 50 gallon gas-fired water heater located in the
boiler room.

5. The storm water drainage system collects storm water from roof drains, collecting it in

the crawlspace and basement spaces and directing it out of the building by gravity at
several points.

6. The natural gas system serves the boilers and kitchen equipment and is metered in
two separate locations outside the building.

7. Staff share 2 single-user toilet rooms, one located across from the teacher
dining/workroom, one located in the 1957 addition. The nurse’s area has an adjacent

single user toilet room. There are clusters of boy’s and girt's toilet rooms consisting of
the following fixture counts:

Total girl's water closets: 4
Total girf's lavs: 4

Total boy’s water closets: 4
Total boy’s urinals: 2

Total boy’s lavs; 4

8. There are typically sinks with bubblers in each classroom.

b. Assessment

1. Condition ~ The piping on all systems appears to be in ggod condition, Plumbing
fixtures are in fair to poor condition, are old and non-code compliant. The water
heater appears to be in good condition. Due to water conditions, all water service
valyes are in poor condition. e

2. Adequacy — All systems appear to be adequately sized for their present respective
service.

3. Code Compliance - All systems appear to be code compliant, with the
following exceptions:

* Vacuum breakers are not installed on some service sink faucets and outside wall
hydrants.

¢ Lavatories do not have metering faucets, flow control devices, and they are not
operating at 105 degrees F.

» Toilets are not of the 1.6 GPF (gallons per flush) type.

4. Cost Effectiveness — All plumbing systems appear to be cost effective for their

Center School — Stow, MA Page 2
Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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use, with the exception of toilet flushometers and metering/flow restrictors at lavatory
sinks.

5. There are inadequate quantities of toilet room facilities for the staff
c. Recommendations: |

1. Instail vacuum breakers on all service sink faucets and outside wall hydrants.
= 2. Replace all water closets, urinals and lavatories with code compliant fixtures.

5 3. Install a new independent cold water line with lead free solder joints to serve
LG kitchen equipment, drinking fountains and classroom sinks equipped with
bubblers. This work is required for code compliance only if the building undergoes a

major renovation; in any case, periodic water testing should continue in order to
ensure that it is safe for human consumption.

4. Replace all water service valves with new ball valves.

5. Replace existing water booster pumps and storage tank with new booster pump and
| storage tank equipment.

6. Provide 3 toilet facilities for staff.

d. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $76,250

1 . tem 1: $250.
*‘ item 2: $25,000.
- Item 3: $12,000.
. Itemm 4: $10,000.
Itern 5: $25,000.
L item 6:  $4,000.

3. Fire Protection

] a. Existing Fire Protection System Evaluation

1. Presently, the building is not protected with an automatic sprinkler system.

- b. Recommendations

| 1. Install a complete automatic dry-type sprinkler system throughout the entire building,
| protecting both the occupied spaces and the attic spaces. The new system would

Center School - Stow, MA

Page 3
Building System Survey

October 18, 2002
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include a 500 GPM diesel fire pump and a 40,000 gallon buried sprinkler water
storage tank.

¢. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $158,100

Heating, Ventilation, and Air-conditioning (HVAC)

a. Existing Heating, Ventilation and Air-conditioning (HVAC) System Evaluation:

The central boiler plant consists of two (2) HB Smith cast iron hot water boilers:
a Mills Series 44 Fire Box boiler sitting on a brick base, installed in 1954, and a
Series 28 wet-based boiler, installed in 1985. The newer boiler is currently
used as the lead boiler, with the older boiler used as a back-up. Both boilers
have gas-fired Power-Flame burners, which appeared to be under five (5) years
old. These burners were reported to have occasional operating problems; the
plantis serviced under contract by Royal Steam. The combustion air duct
appeared to be undersized, and there was no opening within 12" of the room’s
high point (per Code).

The heating hot water is distributed to the heating terminal devices by two (2)
base-mounted end-suction B&G pumps, with one used as a standby. These
pumps appeared to be replacements, but were in only fair condition. These
pumps were reported to be operating reliably.

Each classroom is heated and ventilated by a vertical Unit Ventilator (UVv)
mounted along its exterior wall; the UVs have hot water heating coils.
Supplemental heating is provided to the classrooms by finned-tube radiation.
Both the UVs and the finned-tube radiation were original to their respective
buildings, and were in poor condition. The fans in the UVs were turned off in
most classrooms because of their noisy operation.

The offices and teachers dining/workroom are served by finned-tube radiation
only; no Code-required ventilation was provided.

The cafetorium (Platform) is heated and ventilated by a vertical floor-mounted
unit ventilator with a hot water coil; supplemental heat is provided by finned-
tube radiation. The unit ventilator is in poor condition.

The Gymnasium/Cafetorium is heated and ventilated by two (2)

~ Heating/Ventilating units mounted above the Entrance L.obby at one end of the

space. The units supply air to the space via sheetmetal ductwork located in the
ceiling space; the air is removed by an exhaust fan. The equipment appeared
to be original to the building and was in poor condition.

Center School — Stow, MA ‘ Page 4
Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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located in the nurse’s office on the first floor level. The original initiating
and indicating circuits have been extended from the original FACP to the
newer FACP. Manual pull stations are original to the building. Heat
detectors are used for general coverage and are original to the building.
Audio/Visual devices appear to be original to the building. There is a

remote annunciator located on the building exterior with 8 zone indicator
lights.

Normal lighting is generally supplied via 120 volt surface or recessed

mounted fluorescent fixtures with T12 lamps. The fixtures have acrylic
lenses. |

Emergency lighting is provided by fairly new self contained battery
backup units.

There is no master clock system. All clocks are battery powered.

The intercom system is non-functional in several areas; including the
1957 wing, gym/cafetorium, nurse’s area, teacher dining/workroom, and
the freestanding stone science building.

Networked educational technology cabling and terminations have been
provided in most rooms, however, there is inadequate power available to
support PC’s, printers, and other electrical devices.

Condition

» The electrical service entrance equipment, branch circuit
panelboards and branch circuit wiring throughout the building
have far exceeded their expected service lives.

e The emergency generator has 4684 hours of running time on the
motor. There are numerous control wires cut or disconnected on
the generator, indicating that it is not functional.

e The building's fire alarm system has exceeded its useful service
life. It should be noted that the batteries in the FACP have not
been replaced since 1995; the “Battery Charged” indicator lightis
noton. This is an indication that the batteries may have failed.

[ e er e e

» _Normal lighting is generally in poor condition. The building’s

o

“original light fixtures were replaced with 120 volt fluorescent
fixtures. The fixtures have acrylic wraparound lenses which are
cracked, broken and discolored due to aging.

Page 6
October 18, 2002
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» Emergency lighting and exit signage is provided by the use of self-
contained units with battery packs. The fixtures are fairly new.

- This further indicates that the emergency power system is not
: functional.

2. Adequacy
 The electrical service to the building is inadequate. Many

classrooms have only one power outlet, ™ "~
3 * The emergency power system for the building is inadequate.
* The fire alarm system for the building is inadequate.

[ * The lighting levels and quality is inadequate for the building

usage. Some areas have entire lighting systems which do not
i operate,

* The intercom system is inadequate. The lack of communication
‘-- service to some areas of the school poses safety concems.

3. Code Compliance

* There are numerous instances of code violations with the service

entrance equipment and distribution systems throughout the
building.

- * The generator, distribution feeders and branch circuit panelboards
- are required to be in 2 hour fire rated enclosures.

¢ The present fire alarm system does not meet ADA requirements.
The system has insufficient initiating and indicating device
coverage throughout the building.

¢. Recommendations

» The building requires a new utility service. The-entire electrieat
. distribution system throughout the building needs to be replaced.
All branch circuiting and branch circuit devices throughout the
building need to be replaced. All rooms should be outfitted with

adequate quantity and type of receptacles to support the electrical
devices.

* The generator, emergency distribution system and emergency
| branch circuits throughout the building need to be replaced.

2 Center School - Stow, MA Page 7
| Building System Survey October 18, 2002
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The entire fire alarm system, inciuding the fire alarm control panel,
circuit wiring and all devices need to be replaced.

Provide new fluorescent light fixtures with electronic ballasts and
T8 type energy efficient lamps throughout.

Provide a complete master clock system.

Provide a dedicated Main Tel/Data/CATV room in the building and
provide new wiring for each system throughout in accordance with
current codes. The new system should be installed per current
standards for similar educational facilities.

Provide a new programmable combination intercom/telephone
system with handsets in each classroom.

d. Estimated Cost of Recommendations: $497,700

02089003.rpt — Stow Center

Center School — Stow, MA
Building System Survey

Page 8
October 18, 2002
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October 17, 2002

PO
Mr. Keith Hoffses :
Design Partnership of Cambridge
500 Rutherford Avenue

Charlestown, MA 02129

Reference: Renovation and Demolition Project
el ahad Uemohtion Froject

Pompositticut and Center Schools, Stow, MA
Dear Mr. Hoffses:

Thank you for the opportunity for Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) to provide professional
services.

The following observations were made durin
review Asbestos Containing Materials
Center Schools, Stow, MA.

g the site visit conducted on Tuesday, October 15, 2002 to
(ACM) and other hazardous materials at the Pompositticut and

Pompositticut School:

It appears that all ACM have been removed from the boiler room
ACM pipe and hard joint insulation was assumed t

0 exists above ceilings
12”x 12” Vinyl floor tile and mastic were assumed to contain asbestos

Window/door framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos
Blackboard and glue were assumed to contain asbestos

According to the School maintenance person, the underground oil tank was replaced
According to the School maintenance person, the roof was replaced

Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed to contain PCB’s.

Tubes in light fixtures were assumed to contain mercury.

Center School:

* Itappears that all most of the ACM have been re
insulation was assumed to contain asbestos
Insulation inside old boiler was assumed to contain asbestos

ACM pipe and hard joint insulation was assumed to exists above ceilings, attic and in crawl
spaces

97x 97 Vinyl floor tile and mastic were assumed to contain asbestos

Window framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos

Glue daubon [’x 1’ ceiling tile was assumed to contain asbestos

Blackboard and glue were assumed to contain asbestos
Roofing material was assumed to contain asbestos

moved from the boiler room. However, boiler

Universal Environmental Consultants
1151 Worcester Rd

Framingham, MA 01701

Tel: (508) 6283486

Fax: (508) 62585488
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Mr. Keith Hoffses
October 17, 2002
Page 2

* According to the School maintenance person, the underground oil tank was replaced

¢ Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed to contain PCB’s.
¢ Tubes in light fixtures were assumed to contain mercury.

A complete comprehensive inspection is needed prior to providing'cost estimates for hazardous material
abatement. aWoched Yor dFeuilad
pralivmmory estimate, .

Please do not hesitate to call me at (508) 628-5486 if you have questions.
Very truly yours,

Universal Environmental Consultants

- —

T 5 ™

1

o P . I
pd P ;"li L, s - s 1 )
(‘~--,—,-4* WA \H AR,

.~  Ammar M. Dieb
“ President

UEC:\smallprojects\DPCStow, DOC



oy
o

=

i

October 24, 2002

Mr. Keith Hoffses

Design Partnership of Cambridge
500 Rutherford Avenue
Charlestown, MA 02129

Reference: Renovation and Demolition Project
Pompositticut and Center Schools, Stow, MA

Dear Mr. Hoffses:

Thank you for the opportunity for Universal Environmental Consultants

(UEC) to provide professional
SETVICES.

Below please find cost estimates for hazardous materials abatement at the Pompositticut and Center

Schools, Stow, MA. The cost estimates are based on visual mnspection of the Schools and information
provided in the AHERA Management Plans.

The cost estimates include removal and disposal of accessible asbestos containing materials (ACM) and
an allowance for removal of inaccessible or hidden ACM that may be found during the renovation
project. The cost estimates also include the removal of windows (putty assumed to contain asbestos),

vinyl floor tile (mastic assumed to contain asbestos) and demolition of the boilers (ACM may be found
inside the boilers).

Lead abatement is not required. However, OSHA regulations must be implemented during renovation.

Roofing material is not required to be removed by a licensed asbestos contractor, However, OSHA and
DEP regulations must be implemented during renovation.

Type of Material Estimated Cost

Pompositticut School:

Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic

$ 120,000.00

Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation $ 10,000.00
Windows and Doors $ 25,000.00
Blackboard and Glue 3 5,000.00
Misc. and Hidden Asbestos 3 20,000.00
Light Fixtures/PCB’s Ballasts $ 10,000.00
Engineering Fees b 30,000.00
Total: b 220,000.00

Universal Environmental Consultants

1151 Worcester R
Framingham, MA 01701
Tel: (308) 6285486
Fax: (508) G28-5488

0CT 25 2002



Mr. Keith Hoffses
October 24, 2002
L Page 2
Center School:
- Vinyl Floor Tile and Mastic 5 120,000.00
, Pipe and Hard Joint Insulation § 15,000.00
- Windows and Doors £ 25,000.00
» Blackboard and Glue $ 5,000.00
Misc. and Hidden Asbestos $ 20,000.00
- Ceiling Tile Glue Daub b 10,000.00
Boiler Demolition $ 10,000.00
Light Fixtures/PCB’s Ballasts B 10,000.00
- Engineering Fees $ 35,000.00
P Total: $  250,000.00

Please do not hesitate to call me at (508) 628-5486 if you have questions.

e,
P

Very truly yours,

| Universal Environmental Consultants

et T -

/ e ey \ N “;-:”

L e W R

T ~Ammar M. Dicb =
President

UEC:\smallprojects\DPCStowCost
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Stow Elementary Schools
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27 November 2002
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Educational Space Assessment

Center School

As originally conceived, and currently, the school utilizes fairly
“standard” rectangular classrooms along either side of a “double
loaded” corridor to house grades 3 through 5. A learning center, self-
contained classroom, media center, computer lab, music, and art are
also housed in the standard classrooms. The building southerly end
contains a multipurpose gym/ cafetorium with a small warming
kitchen, The 1957 addition, known as the west wing, houses small
SPED and remedial rooms. The freestanding stone building accom-
modates the science program.

Shortcomings in this facility derive from a general lack of adequate
space for educational needs. For example, the medfa center is roughly
half the size of Massachusetts Department of Education area stan-
dards. Computer, art, and music are also below standards. SPED
and remedial spaces are undersized or non-existent in the case of OT.
Support spaces are also lacking. Administration, teacher workroom,
nurse, and storage areas are all significantly inadequate. There are
only two single-user toilet rooms for the entire staff.

Generally, components of infrastructure necessary for educational
support are insufficient or non-existent. Several classrooms have only
one or two electrical outlets to power several electric devices, includ-
ing computers, printer, overhead projector, tape recorder, etc. Case-
work and chalkboards are in need of repair.

Most areas in the school are non-compliant with barrier free require-
ments. "

Overall, the building falls well short of current building standards re-
sulting in a less than ideal learning-environment.

Pompositticut School

As originally conceived, the school utilized the large central area as a
multigrade “open classroom”, which was a popular, but short-lived,
concept in the 1970's. Natural light is gained in this area via a high-
roofed clerestory. The central open area is surrounded by several
smaller rooms originally intended as art, science, and 6 “amphithea-
ter” areas. The amphitheaters all contain high stepped seating con-
structed of cast-in-place concrete.

Administrative areas and gym/ cafeteria radiate out as wings from the
main central building block.

Currently the school utilizes the large central open area as classrooms
and media center with subdivisions between groups achieved with
demountable partitions. The stepped seating amphitheaters are
rarely utilized due to limited useable floor area.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibiiity Study Educational Space Assessment 5.0-7



The existing plan has several shortcomings, mainly deriving from the
: educational space needs and changed teaching and learning models
now favored over the open classroom model. It should be noted that
the open classroom model quickly fell out of disfavor by educators
due to the lack of privacy between classes and resultant difficulty in
- maintaining student focus. The demountable partitions in current use
help with visual distraction but have limited acoustical value. They
also are lacking in appropriate instructional §ur,f,aéé§:g‘%§h as marker-
boards. Acoustical panels suspended from the high roof overhead do
little more than obstruct the natural light from the clerestory Air flow

2 is also obstructed, and the overall result is a less than ideal learning
environment.

2 As mentioned, the amphitheaters have limited useful instructional
area, and are non-compliant with barrier-free access requirements for
hew construction. These rooms are well below Massachusetts De-
partment of Education area standards. Overall, the building does not
meet “new construction” standards for air exchanges, energy code

E and recommendations for natural and artificial lighting.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Educational Space Assessment 5.0-2



Existing Pompositticut School Space Analysis

e S5BA area range Existing SEBA range deviation
- Rm Narme Min Max Area  Min Max Remarks
Table A: Basic Educational Space
General Classrooms
Kindergarten *** 1200 1300 1,175 (25) 1125)  includes (22sf) toilet but not storage closet
Kindergarten =" 1200 1300 1,175 (25) {125)  includes (22s) todlet but nat storage closet
Kindergarten ™" 1200 1300 1,025 (175) (275)  includes (22si) toilet but not storage closet
1st Grade ~** 800 1000 860 (40) (140)  does not include starage closet
- 1st Grade *** 500 1000 205 5 (95)  does not include storage closet
[1 15! Grade =™~ 800 1000 915 15 {85)  does notinclude storage closet
— 15t Grade =~ 8020 1000 840 (60) (160)  does rot mclude storage cioset
2nd Grade *** 800 1000 1.040 140 40  does not include storage closet
e 2nd Grade *=* 800 1060 685 (215) (315) dt;es not include storage closet
l 2nd Grade *** 800 1000 930 30 (70)  does not include storage closet
- 2nd Grade " 900 1000 940 40 (80}  does not include storage closet
subtotal (310) (1.41D)
f"“ Classroom Storage
l Kindergarten Storage * 140 (2) @ 70sf each
- Classroom Storage * 200 (2) @ 2581, (3) @ 50sf each
Specialized Teaching Stations
Science 1000 1200 570 (430) (630)
Computer 1000 1200 570 (430)  (630)
Art 1000 1200 570 (430) (630)
Music 1000 1200 780 (220) {420}  (430sfis stepped seating)
Music Storage * 30
Library == 1800 3000 1,265 (535) (1.735)
- Gymnasium =* 3000 3000 3,110 10 . 310 fioor area adequate (however, height is margina)
subtotal (1,935)  (3,935) . s -
Special Needs o
Speech/SPED Office (as needed) 285 (as needed) shared space
o Resource (as needed) 285 (as needed) divided into 2 spaces
Jump-Start*™ (as needed) 150 (as needed)
Occup. Therapy (as needed) 345 {as needed)
Remedial
Reading Office (as needed) 100 (as needed)
- Reading (as needed) 775 (as needed) divided into 2 spaces (426sfis stepped: as book stor)
‘ Other Teaching Stations
b 1st Grade {shared) Amphitheaters * 1,550 (2) @ 775sf each (430sf is stepped sealing)
2nd Grade {shared) Amphilheaters * 1,550 (2) @ 775sf each (430sf is stepped seating)
i ’ 2nd Grade Common Area = *** 585
L“ 23,330 Table A Total (sqgft)
-
i
i
4
L
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= Existing Pompositticut School Space Analysis
S8A area range Exisling SBA range deviation
Rm Name Min Max Area  Min Max Remarks
o Tahle B: Miscellaneocus Educational Space
; Cafeteria + 920 1380 included above 2,180 1.730  space is same as Gymnasium. flaor area is amplg
Caf Table Storage * 40
Guidance (as needed) 285 (as needed)
Health (Nurse) 300 750 170 (130)  (580)
Kitchen ++ {not lull service) 300 {not fuft service)
= Administration
Principal 180
o Asst. Principal 95
: Main Office 270
ot Work 100
Office Supplies a5
yoe total admin up to 800 sf 680 (120)
Small Group and Seminar
- Conference up to 500 sf ea 135 {385)  also used as admin conf
Teachers Work/Dining up to 500 sf ea 345 (155)  also used as admin conf
Phys. Ed.
Gym Storage * 40
1,995 Table B Total (sqft)
Other Space
Telephone/Storage ° 55
Admin. (General) Storage ~ 155
Day Care Storage * 40
Boiler RoonvCusiodian * 1,010
i Custodial Slorage 110
Generator 90
[ e Main Electrical 115
| Tollets @ Gym * 200 (2) @ 7100sf each
Taillet @ Work/Dining * 70 (2) @ 35sfeach
Toile! @ Nurse/Admin * 20
Fou Toilet @ Jump-start * 20
E’% Toilets @ Classrooms - 795 (3) @ 120, (3) @ 145sf each
Fid Circuiation spaceswall thicknesses/chases * 8,410
11,090 Other Space Total (sqift)
i 36,415 Gross Total (sqft)

-
I

* $BA specifies no area range in this category; slorage requirement as needed.

** SBA (803 CMR 38.05 Table 1) specifies ina 12+ classrm school,
*** Existing space is defined by mobile partitions/furniture and ma y vary

+ SBA specifies 15sf per pupil for 1/2 or 173 of the enroliment

++ SBA specifies for full service kitchen, 1300sf for the first

Stow2211-SES-exist space analysis.xis Pompo

3000sf for ea. of first 2 teaching stations & 2000 to 3000sf ea. additional

300 meais + 15f for each additional meal serviced

11/27/2002
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Existing Center School S

pace Analysis

S8A area range Exisfing SBA range deviation
Rm Name Min Max Area  Min Max Remarks
Table A: Basic Educationat Space

General Classrooms
3rd Grade 300 1000 800 Q {100}
3rd Grade 800 1000 800 [¢] {100)
3rd Grade 900 1000 880 (10) (110)
3rd Grade 900 1000 850 (10)  (110)
4th Grade 900 1000 500 o {100
4th Grade 900 1000 890 (10) {110)
4th Grade 808 1000 830 (10} {110)
4th Grade 900 1000 880 (10) (110}
Sth Grade 900 1000 900 [+ (100)
S5th Grade 900 1000 a00 [ {100)
5th Grade 800 1000 830 (10) (110
5th Grade 900 1000 830 {10) (110)
subtotal (70) (1,270)

Specialized Teaching Stations
Science 1000 1200 1,020 20 (180)
Science Office * 65
Science Storage * 150
Computer Labs 1000 1200 890 (110} (310)
Art 1000 1200 B8S0 {110} (310)
Kilr/Storage ~ 150 remale + shared w/ géheral storage
Music 1000 1200 890 {110) {310)
Library 1800 3000 880 {310) (2.110)
Library Storage * €0 femole (across corridor)
Gymnasium ** 3000 3000 3,500 500 500 floor area adequate (however, height is marginal)
subtotal {720) (2,720)

Special Needs
Mutti-Grade Classroom (as needed) 200 (as needed) self-contained classsroom
Speech {as needed)} 100 (as needed) shared w/ OT
oT (as needed)  included above (as needed) shared w/ Speech
Learmning Center (as needed) 690 (as needed) resource room, divided into 3 spaces
Testing/Conf. {as needed) 190 (as needed)

Remedial
Math (as needed) 55 (as needed)
Reading (as needed) 285 (as needed)

21,455 Table A Tatal (sqft)
Stow2211-SES-exist space analysis xls Center 11/27/2002 Jof4



Existing Center School Space Analysis

o 5BA area range Existing S84 range devialion
Rm Name Min Max Areg  Min Max Remarks
o Table B: Miscellaneous Educational Space
- Cafetorium Seating + 1380 2070 included above 2.120 1,430 space is same as Gymnasium, floor area is ample
Stage (Pialform) * 1.400
Cal. Table Storage * 70
Guidance (as needed) 220 (as needed)
- Health (Nurse) 300 750 20 7 (80)  (s30)
o Kitchen ++ {not full service) 595  (nof full service)  includes storage
Administration -
- Principal 205 shares w/ assistant principal
General Office 100
- total admin up lo 800 sf 305 {495)
Small Group and Seminar
Teachers Worl/Dining up fo 500 sfea 345 (155)  also used as admin conf
Conference/Slorage up to 500 sfea 125 {375)
o)
Phys. Ed.
Gym Office/Storage * 326 180sf gymvoffice storage + 1465/ gym/music storage
3,606 Table B Total {sqft)
Other Space
Copy/Storage * 85
Telephone/Storage * 60
Custodial Storage * 400 40sf used for Admin Storage
Custodial Closels * 94 1@ 28sf+ 1@ 295/ + 1@ 37sf
Admin, (General) Storage * 190 1@ 100sf+ 1 @ 90sf
: Boiler Room * 585
Toilets @ Café/Gym * 180 (2) @ 90sf each
Toilet @ Kitchen * 30
Toilet @ Nurse * 40
Toilet Rooms (student) * 750 1@ 200sf+ 1@ 210+ 2@ 170s/ each
' Toilet @ Guidance * 45
Toilet @ Science * 40
Circulation space/wall thicknesses/chases * 8,800
11,299 Other Space Tota! (sqft)
36,360 Gross Total (sqit)
g * SBA specifies no area range in this caleqgory. storage requirement as needed.
L

** SBA (603 CMR 38.05 Table 1) specifies in a 12+ classrm school, 3000sf for ea. of first 2 teaching stations & 2000 to 3000sf ea additionai
+ SBA specifies 15sf per pupii for 1/2 or 1/3 of the enroliment

++ SBA specifies for full service kilchen, 1300sf for the first 300 meals + 1sf for each additional meal serviced.

P,
¥

{

L.
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Enrollment Projections

Because the extent of potential enrollment growth is a matter of major
concern to the Town of Stow School Building Committee, the design
team has undertaken two different approaches to enrollment projec-
tions. Design Partnership has prepared a range of 5 different cohort
survival projections based on two different projections of future

births, one showing level annual resident births and one showing a
modest increase in annual births,

In addition, Design Partnership has engaged Rickes Associates, using
data generated by MISER, to prepare enrollment projections using
cohort survival methodology and incorporating an additional migra-
tion factor to recognize additional growth trends. This projection,
which is based on a slightly more a ggressive projection of resident
births than the Design Partnership projections, predicts a K-5 enroll-
ment for the 2012-2013 school year of 728 pupils. Recognizing the
potential impact of growth trends in the Town, the School Building
Committee has elected to adopt the Rickes projections as the basis for
design for its elementary school(s). :

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Enroliment Projections 6.0-1
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Rickes Associates

Stow, Baseline Forecast

BrthYear Births SchYear 1 2 3 5 Total

{1981-82) 4.2 1986-87 a7 80 7 66 458
(1982-83) 65.7 1987-88 66 87 79 65 439
(1983-84) 67.3 1988-89 74 79 80 76 441
1984-85 68.8 1989-90 86 62 70 80 424
1985-86 70.3 1990-91 70 82 I 67 445
1986-87 71.8 1991-92 73 90 68 68 429
1987-88 73.4 1992-93 87 76 84 67 446
1988-89 74.9 1993-94 76 97 78 90 478
1989-90 78.1 1994-95 84 85 97 84 507
-1990-91 73.5 1995-96 77 86 82 96 515
1991-02 77.8 1996-97 77 89 82 85 507
1992-93 72.9 1997-98 91 77 84 89 521
1993-94 78.5 1998-99 76 .88 73 96 510
1994-95 79.5 1999-00 82 85 87 515
1995-96 83.6 2000-01 84 89 522
1996-97 88.6 2001-02 86 95 531
1997-98 91.5 [2002-03] 99.2 92.6 572.2
1998-99 93.9 [2003-04] 106.5 105.7 586.6
1999-00 89.9 [2004-05] 109.9 113.8 521.0
2000-01 88.2 [2005-06] 104.6 117.4 640.1
(2001-02] . - . .89'9 [2006-07] 105.4 111.9 658.0
{20020 :.91.7:{2007-08] 107.5 1126 682.0
[2003-04 934, [2008-09] 108.5 1149 692.8
[2004-05] 95.3 [2009-10] 110.8 116.0 697.2
[2005-08}- -~ 974 {2010-11] 113.1 118.5 700.2
[2006-07} 01:0 [2011-12] 115.4 120.9 711.7
{2007-08}- 3. 0IT20T2-73 719.0 T23.3 72711
12008-09)-: - 1050207314 1222 1282 7429
[2009-10)+: . 107.0 [2014-15] 1246 1306 760.2

1176102

Mig Rates
Standard
0.97
0.98
0.91
1.06
0.87
0.96
1.04
1.02
0.99
0.98
1.01
1.03
1.00
1.02
1.03
- 1.0%
1.02
.02
S1.02
102
2102
S A02
-1.02
©1.02
102
1,02
102
"1.02
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Educational Specifications

An analysis was performed to determine the current educational pro-
gram, as well as the number, type, and size of spaces in use. These
[.- are charted and compared with Department of Education Standards
in section 5, Educational Space Assessment. Using this analysis; and
through conversations with the Superintendent, Principal and Staff,

provisional educational specifications were developed for the two
most likely planning options as follows:

4A: Additions and renovations to two schools

Existing Pompositticut to be grades PK through 1
Existing Center to be grades 2 through 5

2A:  New construction of one school
PK through 5 school on the Center School site

b

Provisional Educational Specifications are attached for each of the
above planning options.

{
i
i
L
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Commeonwealth of Massachusetts
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
School Building Assistance
Elementary School Education Specifications

Date Version #
School District /Code
School Name Pompositticut (Option-4A) /Code
Contact Person Keith Hoffses Title Architect
Address Design Partnership of Cambridge, Inc.
500 Rutherford Ave, Charlestown, MA Telephone 617-241-9800
Type of Proposed Construction:  New Addition__ X Renovation X

Complete the following for all addition and/or renovation projects.

Date of original construction
Date(s) of addition(s):
Date(s) of SBA funded Renovations:

Site Location:

1971 - Reopen? Y N_X

3, 2,

Acres:

Grade in Attendance (circle):

grades Pre-K through 1

School Consolidation/Grade Reorganization: Y___ N If yes, describe before/after conditions below:

Enrollment Data (*Full Time Equivalent)
(For part time students - 1/2 day Kindergarten, divide enroliment by 2)

Current (10/1/2002) Projected (10/1/2012)
Grade Level Head Count FTE* Grade Level Head Count FTE*
Pre-K Pre-K 20 20
Kindergarten 86 52 Kindergarten 122 122
Ungraded Ungraded
Grades 1to2 185 185 Grade 1 121 121
Collaboratives Collaboratives
Total 271 237 Total 263 263
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. Column (1) indicates new spaces to be added; New school, complete Column 1 only.
Column (II) for existing spaces after renovations; for renovation only, complete Column 1L
Column (111) total spaces needed for approved educational program. (D+(II) must = Column (111) for additions,

JERCEN

. Please note the footnotes on each page to insure correct space computations per Regulations. The recommended

classroom sizes (in parentheses) exclude storage, teacher area and wall thickness. [The gross square footage in each
column below should include storage and teacher area, but not wall thickness and therefore may exceed the

recommended square footage (net sq. ft.). Please put an asterisk to indicate teacher/storage area included]*

[ TABLE A 1)) (1)
i Additional Space Total Space
(New Construction) (Educational)
’ A. Basic Educational No. Sq.Ft. No. Sq.Ft.
Space
1. Pre-K (1200-1300) 1 1,250 1 1,250
2. Kindergarten
(1200-1300) 2 2,500 7 8,750
3. General Class
(900-1000) 6 5,700 6 5,700
™ 4, Art (1000-1200) 1 1,200
5, Music (1000-1200) 1 1,200
a. Ensmb (up to 200) 0 0
l * |b. Practice (75-130) 0 0
_ 6. Science/Computer 1 1,200
;f (1000-1200) 1 1,000
l 7. Media Center/
s Library (1800-3000) 1 2,500
;a é 8. Phys.Ed.
Teaching Station
(1800-3000)** 1 3,100
- 9. Special Needs
Learning Center 1 950 950
i Off/Test/Conf. - 3 600 3 600
Occup. Therapy 1 500
10. Remedial
Reading 1 600 1 600
Reading Office 1 150 1 150
Speech 1 200 1 200
11. Collaborative
(as needed) 0 0
A.SUBTOTAL \
: Basic Space 11,950 o 16950 0 28,900
| *Includes storage but not wall thickne ** Lockers and storage under miscellaneous space.
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TABLE B (1) Additional Space (IIT) Total Space
{New Construction) 4 (Educational)
B. Miscellaneous No. Sq. Ft. No, Sq. Ft.
Educational Space
(in Regulations)
1.Cafeteria + Seating (shared gymnasium) (shared gymnasium)
2.Cafetorium + Seating 0 0
Stage *kkx dkkkdk 0
3.Guidance
a. Office 1 400
b. Counseling 0 0
c. Waiting (as needed) 0 0
4. Health Suite
a. Office 1 500 1 500
b. Examining Rm. 0 0
c. Rest Areas (300-750) 0 0
5. Kitchen (warming) 1 800
6. Administration
a. Principal 0 0
b. Asst. Principal 0 0
c. Gen. Office 0 0
d. Conference 0 0
e. Other (up to 800) 1 800 1 800
7. Planning Room 1 400
8. Teachers' Dining 1 400
9. Auditorium +++ Seating 0 0
Stage dhkik ddkdkdkd
10. Physical Ed.
a. Locker Rms. 0 0
b. Storage 1 200
B. SUBTOTAL Misc.
Educ. Space 1,300 ,200 0 3,500

+15 square feet per pupil for 1/2 or 1/3 of the enroliment at each seating

++For full service kitchen allow 1300 sq. ft. for the first 300 meals, plus 1 sq. ft. for each additional meal serviced.
+++7 Sq.Ft. per pupil for seating; stage square footage additional. For service kitchen only, allow 800 sq. ft.
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- C. SUMMARY OF SPACES FOR MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION COST ALLOWANCE

Table C summarizes the square footage of the educational program space in Tables A and B to determine the
maximum 'allowable cost for the proposed school project.

TABLE C (1) Additional Space I11) Total Planned Space
- (New Construction)
Description of Space  |Sq. Ft. Y% Sq. Ft. %
1. Basic Educational 11,950 28,900
2. Miscellaneous
) Educational 1,300 3,500
3. SUBTOTAL
» 2,400
(Basic+Misc.) 13,250 3
4. Other Space
L.
5. TOTAL Gross |
rm (Educational + Other)

a D. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE....

! : The allowable square feet per pupil as provided for in the School Construction Regs:is 115 fo%'élementary
schools. The following other spaces may be approved in excess of this base and should be included in the table
above. (Preliminary Drawings: to define 'other space’ use the following color codes)

- Special Needs: (Yellow) Sq. Ft. Collaboratives: (Yellow) e _Sq.Ft.
- TBE: (Blue) Sq. Ft. Community: (Red) — Sq. Ft.
Remedial: (Green) Sq. Ft. Technology: (Tangerine) . Sq.Ft

. Total Allowable Square feet in Excess of Base: Sq.Ft.

E. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
The cost allowed per square foot for new school construction is published in the regulations and updated annually.
Renovation costs vary widely depending on the age and overall condition of the existing schoolhouse and will be

I . reviewed on an individual basis with SBA staff. *Capital construction projects may also include not more tha%ﬂ-!’
]

{ per sq. ft. for furnishings and equipment

1. X115y +_ Sq.Ft. = Sq.Ft.

B (Projected Enrollment x 115) + Total Approved Excess (table D) = Maximum Gross Sq. Ft.

; 2. 1?&90 X Sq.Ft. =5 New
Allowabie Costper Sq.Ft. x  Gross Sq.Ft. New ’ = Maximum Allowance Cost New
3.3 X Sq.Ft. =3 Renovation
} Allowable Cost per Sq.Ft. x  Renovated Sq.Ft. = Allowance for Renovations
L
=$

=MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE COST
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
School Building Assistance
Elementary School Education Specifications

Date Version #
School District /Code
School Name Center (Option-4A) /Code
Contact Person Keith Hoffses Title Architect
Address Design Partnership of Cambridge, Inc.
500 Rutherford Ave, Charlestown, MA Telephone 617-241-9800
Type of Proposed Construction:  New Additien__ X

Renovation X

Complete the following for all addition and/or renovation projects.

Date of original construction
Date(s) of addition(s):
Date(s) of SBA funded Renovations:

Site Location:

1954
1964 X

. Reopen? Y N X

———

1957 ,

Acres:

Grade in Attendance (circle):

grades 2 through §

School Consolidation/Grade Reorganization: Y___ N___ If yes, describe before/after conditions below:

Enrollment Data (*Full Time Equivalent)
(For part time students - 1/2 day Kindergarten, divide enroliment by 2)

Current (10/1/2002) Projected (10/1/2012)
Grade Level Head Count FTE* Grade Level Head Count FTE#*
Pre-K Pre-K
Kindergarten Kindergarten
Ungraded Ungraded
Grades 3to5 260 260 Grades 2to 5 485 485
Collaboratives Collaboratives
Total 260 260 Total 485 485
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Column (1) indicates new spaces to be added; New school, complete Column [ only.
Column (11) for existing spaces after renovations; for renovation only, complete Colurmn I1.
Columm (111) total spaces needed for approved educational program. (D+(11) must = Column (III) for additions.

Please note the footnotes on each page to insure correct space computations per Regulations. The recommended

classtoom sizes (in parentheses) exclude storage, teacher area and wall thickness. [The gross square footage in each
N column below should include storage and teacher area, but not wall thickness and therefore may exceed the

recommended square footage (net sq. ft.). Please put an asterisk to indicate teacher/storage area included]*

= TABLE A 1)) (11D
Additional Space Total Space
(New Construction) (Educational)
h A. Basic Educational No. Sq.Ft. No. Sq.Ft.
Space
. 1. Pre-K (1200-1300) 0 0
: 2, Kindergarten
i (1200-1300) 0 0
hf 3. General Class
3 (900-1000) 1 10,450 24 22,020
& Health 1 950 1 950
4. Art (1000-1200) 1 1,200 1 1,200
5. Music (1000-1200) 1 1,200 1 1,200
. {a. Ensmb (up to 200) 0 0
b. Practice (75-130) 0 0
6. Science/Computer 1 1,200 1 1,200
(1000-1200) 1 1,000 1 1,000
7. Media Center/
Library (1800-3000) 1 3,000 1 3,000
8. Phys.Ed.
5 k Teaching Station
Ls (1800-3000)** 2 6,000 2 6,000
, 9. Special Needs
b SPED Classroom 1 950
- Learning Center 1 950
i Off/Test/Conf. 1 400 2 600
Occup. Therapy 1 500 1 500
10. Remedial
Reading 1 400
- Speech 1 200 1 200
11. Collaborative
(as needed) 0 0
A.SUBTOTAL
Basic Space 26,100 Lo e e 0 40,170
*Includes storage but not wall thickne ** Lockers and storage under miscellaneous space.
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TABLEB (1) Additional Space {111) Total Space
(New Construction) (Educational)
B. Miscellaneous No. Sq. Ft. No. Sq. Ft.
Educational Space
(in Regulations)
1.Cafeteria + Seating 0 0
2.Cafetorium + Seating (shared gymnasium) (shared gymnasium)
Stage *kxk 1,400 *kkdkx 1,400
3.Guidance
a. Office 1 400 1 400
b. Counseling 0 0
¢. Waiting (as needed) 0 0
4. Health Suite
a. Office 1 500
b. Examining Rm; 0 0
c. Rest Areas (300-750) 0 0
5. Kitchen ++ 1 1,607 1 1,607
6. Administration
a. Principal 0 0
b. Asst. Principal 0 0
¢. Gen. Office 0 0
d. Conference 0 0
e. Other (up to 800) 1 800
7. Planning Room 1 200 1 400
8. Teachers' Dining 1 400 1 400
9. Auditorium +++ Seating 0 0
Stage *kdx tek ke dek
10. Physical Ed.
a. Locker Rms. 0 0
b. Storage 1 200 200
B. SUBTOTAL Misc. R e
Educ. Space 4,207 1,500 0 5,707

+15 square feet per pupil for 1/2 or 1/3 of the enrollment at each seating

++For full service kitchen allow 1300 sq. ft. for the first 300 meals, plus 1 sq. ft. for each additional meal serviced.
*+++7 5q.Ft. per pupil for seating; stage square footage additional. For service kitchen only, allow 800 sq. ft.
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C.SUMMARY OF SPACES FOR MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION COST ALLOWANCE

Table C summarizes the square footage of the educational program space in Tables A and B to determine the
maximum 'allowable cost for the proposed school project.

B TABLE C (D) Additional Space 1(11I) Total Planned Space
o (New Construction)
Description of Space  {Sq. Ft. % |Sq. Ft. %
1. Basic Educational 26,100 40,170
2. Miscellaneous
,207 )
Fj Educational 42 5,707
Lot 3. SUBTOTAL
30, 45,
(Basic+Misc.) 307 5871
{ 4. Other Space
' 5. TOTAL Gross
(Educational + Other)
) D. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE
P The allowable square feet per pupil as provided for in the School Construction Regs is 115 for elementary

L.z schools. The following other spaces may be approved in excess of this base and should be included in the table
above. (Preliminary Drawings: to define ‘other space’ use the following color codes)

| : Special Needs: (Yellow) Sq. Ft. Collaboratives: (Yellow) e Sq. Ft.
. TBE: (Blue) Sq. Ft. Community: (Red) . B8q.Ft
‘ Remedial: (Green) Sq. Ft. Techoology: (Tangerine) . 5q.Ft
f Total Allowable Square feet in Excess of Base: Sq.Ft.

E. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
The cost allowed per square foot for new school construction is published in the regulations and updated annually.
Renovation costs vary widely depending on the age and overall condition of the existing schoolhouse and will be

] reviewed on an individual basis with SBA staff. *Capital construction projects may also include not more thagjﬁ}ﬂnﬁ-
- per sq. ft. for furnishings and equipment F(

1.( x 115) + Sq.Ft. = Sq.Ft.

(Projected Enrollment x 115) + Total Approved Excess (table D) = Maximum Gross Sq. Ft.
i .

\
( 2. 158.00 ¢ X Sq.Ft. =$

= New
! Allowable Cost per Sq.Ft. x  Gross Sq.Ft. New

= Maximum Allowance Cost New

3.5 X Sq.Ft. =$ Renovation
Allowable Cost per Sq.Ft. x  Renovated Sq.Ft. = Allowance for Renovations

=$
=MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE COST
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
School Building Assistance
Elementary School Education Specifications

Date Version #
School District /Code
School Name Combined (Option-5A) /Code
Contact Person Keith Hoffses Title Architect
Address Design Partnership of Cambridge, Inc.
500 Rutherford Ave, Charlestown, MA Telephone 617-241-9800
Type of Proposed Construction:  New Addition___ X Renovation X

Complete the following for all addition and/or renovation projects.
Date .of original colnstru.cti.(.m

Date(s) of addition(s): , .
Date(s) of SBA funded Renovations:

Site Location:

- Reopen? Y N

Acres:
grades Pre-K through 5
School Consolidation/Grade Reorganization: Y

Grade in Attendance (circle):

Enrollment Data (*Full Time Equivalent)
(For part time students - 1/2 day Kindergarten, divide enrollment by 2)

___N___ Ifyes, describe before/after conditions below:

Current (10/1/2002) Projected (10/1/2012)
Grade Level Head Count FTE* Grade Level Head Count FTE*
Pre-K Pre-K 20 20
Kindergarten 86 52 Kindergarten 122 122
Ungraded Ungraded
Grades 1105 445 445 Grades 2to 5 606 606
Collaboratives Collaboratives
Total 531 497 Total 748 748
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Column (1) indicates new spaces to be added; New school, complete Colurnn I only.
Column (I1) for existing spaces after renovations; for renovation only, complete Colurmn II.
Column (I1I) total spaces needed for approved educational program, ([)+(II) must = Column (III) for additions.

Please note the foototes on each page to insure correct space computations per Regulations. The recommended
classroom sizes (in parentheses) exclude storage, teacher area and wall thickness. [The gross square footage in each
column below should include storage and teacher area, but not wall thickness and therefore may exceed the
recommended square footage (net sq. ft.). Please put an asterisk to indicate teacher/storage area included]*

TABLE A 4))] (I
Additional Space Total Space
(New Construction) (Educational)

A. Basic Educational No. Sq.Ft. No. Sq.Ft.

Space

1. Pre-K (1200-1300) 1 1,250 1 1,250

2. Kindergarten

(1200-1300) 7 8,750 7 8,750

3. General Class

(900-1000) - 30 28,500 30 28,500

Health 1 950 1 950

4, Art (1000-1200) 2 2,400 2 2,400

5. Music (1000-1200) 1 1,200 1 1,200

a. Ensmb (up to 200) 0 0

b. Practice (75-130) 0 0

6. Science/Computer 2 2,400 2 2,400

(1000-1200) 2 2,000 2 2,000

7. Media Center/

Library (1800-3000) 1 3,600 1 3,600

8. Phys.Ed.

Teaching Station

(1800-3000)** 2 6,000 2 6,000

9. Special Needs

SPED Classroom 1 950 1 950

Learning Center 2 1,800 2 1,900

Off./Test/Conf. 4 800 4 800

Occup. Therapy 1 600 1 600

10. Remedial

Reading 2 1,200 2 1,200

Speech 2 400 2 400

11. Collaborative

(as needed) 0 0

A.SUBTOTAL

Basic Space 62,900 0 62,900

*Includes storage but not wall thickne ** Lockers and storage under miscellaneous space.
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TABLE B () Additional Space (I11) Total Space
(New Construction) (Educational)

B. Miscellaneous No. Sq. Ft. No. Sq. Ft.

Educational Space

(in Regulations) ‘

. . 0@ oo
1.Cafeteria + Seating 1 3‘ o 1 1: p
2.Cafetorium + Seating 0 0
Stage Ekkk 1,400 Fkkkk 1,400
3.Guidance

a. Office 1 600 600
b. Counseling 0 0
¢. Waiting (as needed) 0 0
4. Health Suite
a. Office 1 700 1 700
b. Examining Rm. 0 0
¢. Rest Areas (300-750) 0 0
5. Kitchen ++ 1 1,607 1 1,607
6. Administration
a. Principal 0 0
b. Asst. Principal 0 0
c. Gen. Office 0 0
d. Conference 0 0
e. Other (up to 800) 2 1,600 2 1,600
7. Planning Room 2 800 2 800
8. Teachers’ Dining 1 600 1 600
9. Auditorinm +++ Seating 0 0
Stage *kkx Ek gk
10. Physical Ed.
a. Locker Rms, 0 0
b. Storage 1 200 1 200
B. SUBTOTAL Misc. io, 177y le,Go7
Educ. Space o107 0 107

+15 square feet per pupil for 1/2 or 1/3 of the enrollment at each seatihg
++For full service kitchen allow 1300 sq. ft. for the first 300 meals, plus 1 sq. ft. for each additional meal serviced.
+++7 8q.Ft. per pupil for seating; stage square footage additional. For service kitchen only, allow 800 sq. ft.




10/00

645-5E Pg 4/4

C. SUMMARY OF SPACES FOR MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION COST ALLOWANCE
Table C summarizes the square footage of the educational program space in Tables A and B to determine the
maximum 'allowable cost for the proposed school project

TABLE C (I) Additional Space
(New Construction)

Description of Space Sq. Ft. %

%

1. Basic Educational 62,900

2. Miscellaneous (1] 6‘}”07
Educational ‘ ’

3. SUBTOTAL 74‘,5 0

(Basic+Misc.) /

4, Other Space

5. TOTAL Gross
(Educational + Other)

D. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE
The allowable square feet per pupil as provided for in the School Construction Regs is 115 for elementary
schoels. The following other spaces may be approved in excess of this base and should be included in the table
above. (Preliminary Drawings: to define 'other space' use the following color codes)

: Special Needs: (Yellow) Sq. Ft. Collaboratives: (Yellow) Sq. Ft.
TBE: (Blue) Sq. Ft. Community: (Red) ) Sq. Ft.
Remedial: (Green) Sq. Ft. Technology: (Tangerine) i Sq. Ft.

Total Allowable Square feet in Excess of Base: Sq.Ft.

E. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CONSTRUCTION COST
The cost allowed per square foot for new school construction is published in the regulations and updated annually.
Renovation costs vary widely depending on the age and overall condition of the existing schoolhouse and will be
reviewed on an individual basis with SBA staff. *Capital construction projects may also include not more than }bﬁ"
per sq. ft. for furnishings and equipment # lg‘

i

1.( x115) + Sq.Ft. Sq.Ft. .

(Projected Enrollment x 115) + Total Approved Excess (table D) = Maximum Gross Sq. Ft.

2. 158.00 X Sq.Ft. =5 New
Allowable Cost per Sq.Ft. x  Gross Sq.Ft. New = Maximum Allowance Cost New
3.3 X Sq.Ft. =3 Renovation
Allowable Cost per Sq.Ft. X Renovated Sq.Ft. = Allowance for Renovations

=3

=MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE COST







Planning Options

Assumptions

In order to evaluate the various options to address space and infra-
structure needs, Design Partnership has analyzed the existing build-
ing and site, and compared how each can accommodate the needs de-
fined by the developed educational specification. Certain assump-
tions have been used to maintain a balance among the possible
choices and strategies. The more important of these are listed below.

All options are designed to be eligible for inclusion in the Massachusetts
School Building Assistance program. The primary requirements for eligi-
bility are rooms of a number and size to meet educational specifications
and SBA area guidelines, full code compliance (including 100% barrier-
free access) and utilization of materials and systems which can reasona-

bly be presumed to have a 50-year useful life span.

Options reusing all or part of the existing facility are designed with
minimum compromise of space and/or adjacency (location) relative to
that which is achievable with new construction. Existing construction,

systems and finishes are upgraded to be comparable with new construc-
tion.

All building plan options provide the proper quantity and grouping of
spaces to support the educational concepts.

In all options, siting of the building respects applicable zoning require-
ments; wetlands buffer zones, and as far as known, well influence radii.
Site boundaries are unchanged. Maximizing safety via site traffic pat-
terns, which separate of car and bus traffic was explored, and 360 degree

access around the schools for emergency vehicles maintained. Play areas
were maintained or relocated.

All options include consideration of phasing and accommodation of stu-
dents and educational programs during construction.

Objectives

Through a process of faculty, staff and administration interviews, De-
sign Partnership was informed of the educational program currently
in place, as well as new and/or expanded programs that would be
desirable if space were available. For example, a full day kindergar-

~= . ten program is desired, as well as bringing pré’iki:hdergafféﬁ and spe-

cial education pre-kindergarten back to the community. Kitchen
services would be better addressed with a full-service kitchen located
at one of the elementary schools. Provisional Educational Specifica-
tions (see Section 7) were developed using these criteria, as well as

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study

Planning Options 8.0-1
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Enrollment Projections (see Section 6), and Department of Education
standards.

As alluded to previously, options reusing all or part of the existing fa-

cility are predicated on the requirement that new and renovated space
shall be essentially equal in amenity and longevity. Further, it is a re-
quirement that compromises of room size, room shape and suit-
able/ideal adjacencies be minimized when utilizing existing con-
struction versus new. SBA guidelines, recommendations and re-
quirements for number and size of spaces are adhered to throughout.

Each option is required to be feasible as regards implementation and
phasing, providing for the safe and appropriate housing of the stu-

dents and the uninterrupted and undiluted continuation of all aca-
demic programs.

(o
i

Building & Site Planning Options

Initially, to span the minimum and maximum extremes of

planning options,
Design Partnership investigated the following:

¢ Option 1: additions and renovations to both schools, Pompo PreK-2,
and Center 3-5

Option 2: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center
School site with the new building near the present building location
in the southeast corner of the site (major additions toward the east)

After discussion of these options the School Building
K further development of Options 1 and 2, as well as e
- lowing additional options. These are as follows:

Committee requested
xploration of the fol-

\\;5 * Option 1A: additions and renovations to both schools, Po
and Center 3

Zones

mpo PreK-2,
-5 with the building additions respecting wetland buffer

Option 2A: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center

, School site with the building more compact southeast corner of the
‘[ site (major additions toward the west)

Option 3A: a new PreK-2 Pompositticut School and additions and
i renovations to a 2-5 Center School

Option 4A: additions and renovations to both schools, Pompo PreK-1,
i/ and Center 2-5

“

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Planning Options 8.0-2
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Option 5A: a new two story PreK through 5 school on the Center
School site with the building located in the northwest corner of the
site, away frorn the existing building

In a subsequent meeting with the School Building Committee Options 1A
and 3A were eliminated due to cost and major site impacts affecting parking,
playareas, and vehicular/ pedestrian circulation at the Pompositticut.  The
new PK-5 Center School Option 24 was eliminated due to cost and phasing
issues in favor of further pursuit of the new PK-5 Center School Option 5A,
which and can be constructed with minimal, or no phasing, due to building
location. By housing grades PreK-1 at the Pompositticut site, Option 44
minimizes student population levels as compared with other options, and
also, as the least-cost option was deemed worthy of further exploration. The
Committee requested the existing stone building be addressed in further de-

velopment of Options 4A and 5A. Most recent discussions included the fol-
lowing further-refined options: ent 4

" e Option 4A.1: In this option, the existing grade levels attending the
Pompositticut are changed from the present K-2 to PreK through 1.~
This allows renovation with a modest single story classroom wing
and administration area expansion, which is desirable due to site con-
straints. A renovated and expanded Center School would house
grades 2 through 5 (currently Center School houses grades 3 - 5), as

the Center School site can more easily accommodate a larger expan-
sion.

* Option 4A.2: This option is identical to Option 4A.1 except an existing
single story wing at Pompositticut is demolished and replaced by a

new two story wing. This allows most of the existing site to be left
intact, as compared with Option 4A.1.

* Option 5A.1: This option contemplates an entirely new two-story
school at the Center School site, housing grades PreK through 5, lo-
cated in the northwest corner of the buildable site area.

Option 5A.2: This option also explores an entirely new two-story
school at the Center School site, housing grades PreK through 5.
However the building is located to the west-center of the buildable

site area (as compared with Option 5A.1 building location in the
northwest corner).

* Option 5A.3: This option incorporates the same educational program
as Option 5A.1 and 5A.2 above, but with 3 stories

* Option 5A.4: This option also incorporates the same educational pro-
gram as above, but in a single story

Stow Elementary Schoals Feasibility Study Planning Options 8.0-3



Of the options presented above, Option 5A.3 was eliminated. Available fire-
fighting apparatus cannot adequately reach the upper floor levels (maximum
reach is 30 feet). Aesthetic and circulation concerns were considered as well.

Option 5A.4 was also eliminated. It takes up much of the site, leaving less
room for appropriate vehicular/ pedestrian circulation and play areas. Ata

population of 748, the single story necessitates lengthy corridors, which
would impact student travel time to core facilities.

The attached conceptual Options 4A 1, 4A.2,5A.1, and 5A.2 were considered
worthy of further study. Preliminary cost estimates indicate that these op-
tions could be fairly equal to each other in cost.

Stow Elementary Schools Feasibility Study Flanning Options 8.0-4
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TOWN OF
STOW PUBLIC SCHOOLS

REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS
FOR
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FEASIBILITY STUDY
Revision Date: July 8, 2002

1) AWARDING AUTHORITY

Stow Building Committee on behalf of the Town of Stow

2) PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Age and increased population growth in the Town of Stow have severely impacted its two

(2) elementary schools. The two schools are now substantially overcrowded. The purpose

of this feasibility study is to determine how best to accommodate the present and future
elementary school needs of the Town of Stow.
3) EXISTING SCHOOLS

The Center Schooal, located on Great Road, presently accommodates 260 pupils (Grades 3-

5) in a single story building of 35,140 SF. Onginally constructed in 1954, classroom

additions were provided in 1957 and 1964,

The Pompositticut School, also located on Great Road, presently accommodates 271 pupils

(Grades K-2) in a single story building of 36,000 SF. Originally constructed in 1971 on the

“open plan" concept, it has had no additions,. -

4) SCOPE OF SERVICES

A) Engage an independent professional consulting firm to develop demographic
information and enrollment projections leading to an elementary school enrollment
projection for the period 2003-2013 (ten years).

B) Meet with the Superintendent or her designee(s) and Principal and staff to develop an
educational specification for each school meeting the requirements of the Nashoba
Regional School Committee and the Massachusetts Department of Education (SBA).

C) Perform an existing condition analysis of each school with respect to:

(1) Physical condition of each building - structure, interior and exterior materials
and finishes, mechanical, electrical, plumbing systems, presence of hazardous
materials, etc.

(2) Code compliance of each building with respect to state and local building codes
for safe egress, detection and alarm systems, indoor air quality, water and septic
systems, handicapped accessibility, energy conservation, etc.

(3) Condition of the site of each building with respect to well water and septic
Systems condition and capacity, fire water’capacity, utility infrastructure,
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A

outdoor play space, parking and vehicul
school buses, etc.

(4) The degree to which the existin
the Educational Specification a
in the Stow schools.

(3) Prepare a site survey of each site w
identified.

(6) Perform subsurface exploration at each site for se
purposes.

ar access, safe loading and unloading of

g spaces in each school meet the objectives of
nd program goals for elementary programming

ith any natural resources boundaries

ptic and foundation design

(7) Summarize the existing condition analysis in a written report to the Committee.

D) Based on the above analysis develop conceptual design options as required to meet
projected enrollment, respond to the educational specification and program goals and
bring the existing schools into compliance with current code standards. Each option is
to have all permitting concemns identified. School options may include:

(1) Additions and renovations to one or both schools,

(2) New construction alternatives on one or both sites.

(3) New construction alternatives on a new site (to be identified).

(4) Prepare for each of the conceptual options, site, plans, floor plans, massing
studies or other graphic exhibits to illustrate the proposed option.

E) Prepare conceptual project cost budget and total project schedule for each option to
include all costs associated with a reimbursable Massachusetts school project to
include:

(1) Site development and construction costs ("bricks and mortar").

(2) Fees, contingencies and other "overhead" COSts.

(3) Furnishings and equipment report and estimate, technology program and costs.

(4) Relocation and phasing costs for work on an occupied site, including modular
classrooms if required,

4) Evaluate each option with respect to meeting educational program goals.

5) Present options to Committee and Community at public meetings.

6) Assist Committee in selecting "approved" option for presentation to Town
Meetings at future dates to be determined.

F) Incorporate documentation of above tasks in a
ten (10) copies to the Committee.

G) Submission of the report and necessar
Department of Education

5) PROJECT PHASES

Feasibility Study Report (original and

y documentation to the Massachusetts
(SBA) to be placed on the waiting list with deferred status.

The Scope of Services outlined above shall be performed between August 2002 and March
2003 and the feasibility study shall be completed by December 2002.

6) QUALIFICATIONS OF APPLICANTS

A Designer Selection Committee will be appointed by the Awardin g Authority for the

SMMA 61503.00



purpose of screening all applicants and making recommendations of finalists to the
Awarding Authority. The selection of the finalists will be based on:

a) Prior experience in design services for public school construction.

b) Quality of previous work on public and private projects.

¢) Knowledge of Massachusetts public construction laws and procedures.

d) Knowledge of Massachusetts Department of Education (SBA) procedures.

e) Appropriate liability insurance and financial stability.

f) Qualifications of consultants who will work on the project.

g) Massachusetts registration of all architectural and engineering design principals.
h) Knowledge of state, local and federal permitting considerations

i) Any other criteria that the Designer Selection Committee considers relevant for the
project.

The Designer Selection Committee shall select fi
transmit the list to the Awarding Authority.
qualifications, or describe them as equally g
record of the final votes on the selection.

nalists from among all applicants and
The list will rank the finalists in order of
ualified, and the committee will provide a

The Awarding Authority reserves the right to reject any and all proposals or to waive
any of the informalities in the selection process if deemed in its best interest.

7) FEE

8)

The fee for services outlined above shall

be negotiated as a lump sum not to exceed
$75,000.

The option to engage the selected Desi gner
Study is at the discretion of the Awarding
the Feasibility Study.

for services beyond the Scope of the Feasibility
Authority, following an independent review of

PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

Applicants are required to submit the following:
a) Letter of application

b) Form DSB -~ 1 or equivalent highlighting:

1) Resume of projects, especially all previous work performed on school Feasibility
Studies.

i1) References from a minimum of five
of similar public buildings.
111) Resume of Project Architect and Project Manager, including references.
iv) List of all consultants and description of their qualifications.
¢) Any additional supporting material the applicant wishes to include.

(5) previous projects involving the construction

SMMA 51503.00



d) Ten (10) copies of the proposal must be submitted by 2:00 PM on July 31, 2002 at:

Office of the Superintendent
Nashoba Regional Public Schools
50 Mechanic Street

= Bolton, MA

If requested, applicants ma

y be invited to appear for an interview before the Designer
P Selection Committee.

9) INQUIRIES

Inquiries should be directed to:

[ The above address or:  Dr. Johanna Van Houten

1 978-779-0339

{ A briefing session will be held at 10:00 am on July 15, 2002 at the Center School, Great
Road, Stow, MA.

[ The applicant may review past studies and reports related to the Stow Elementary Schools

| upon request.

1

|
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£ Commonwealth of Massachusetts
i DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
School Building Assistance
[ Inventory of Existing School Space Under The Jurisdiction

Of The Local School Committee

$ The information provided on this sheet will be used for priority ranking of capital school project applications for

- School Building Assistance. All complete applications submitted to the Department during a given fiscal year between
_ July 1 and June 1 will be ranked for possible approval in the next following fiscal year. It is important to provide

- accurate information on all existing buildings housing school children so that we may calculate your rank correctly.
(.

Complete one form for each school building currently in use or available for use as a schoolhouse. Please

| indicate which space is less than 7'6" headroom with an (*)- Include a separate sheet for modular or lease

- spaces. Please provide a photo of the outside of your building.

e
o

;v_‘,School District__ Nashoba Regional Schoo! District

/Code
School Building__Pompositticut /Code
MDate of Construction__ 1971 Date(s) of Addition or Renovation (s) [ /I /]

_Building Capacity _ 220 _ Current Enrollment__ 271 (237 FTE)

Type of Construction __masonry/steel

Grade Levels NOW served in THIS building (circle all that apply):

PreK@34567891011 12
Modular Lease

(please use separate sheet for these spaces)

B <

I

Gross Square Footage Use all QUTSIDE dimensions of school building to determine the followin information:
A. Gross Square Feet

B. Education Square Feet

1.
[

basement (below grade level)

|
m: ound Floor 36,415

25325
All Upper Floors ‘
‘5 Efficiency Factor
L.
T}OTAL 36,415 25,325 B/A_69 %
1 .

i

Person Completing Form _ Keith E. Hoffses Date: 11/5/02
|

I_.tle _Architect, Desien Partnership of Cambridee

Phone 617 241-9800




A 1/14:02
645- 4 Page 2 of 2
= I. Inventory of Educational Spaces
- or each of the educational spaces listed, calculate the gross square footage using the INSIDE dimensions of each area,
T 'de any self-contained bathrooms, supply space, and teacher/staff space in each space listed. In Column “C” insert
.er that applies for each space: B = Basement; G = Ground Floor; U = Upper Floors.
, A B C D
| DESCRIPTION NUMBER | SQUARE FEET |BGU Date of Recent Work
~Pre Kindergarten/Kindergarten (incl 140
- storage) 3 3,515 G
G 1Ct s (incl 200 storage
f ~General Classrooms (i ) g 7315 G
C ter Laborat
_Computer Laboratory I 570
"__,Science Laboratories
1 570
. Ehapter74-Vocational
-
Arts and Crafis
1 570 G
~Music (incl 30 storage
[Music &) 1 810 G
"-Special Education
e 4 1,065 G
Remedial
, 2 875 G
E -]. ] E i . N
l"Physical Education (incl 40 storage)
. 1 3,150 G
l “allaborative
ll L ary/Media Center 1 1,265 G
4 Dther (stepped ampitheaters/2™ grade
" common area) 3,665
"‘, Total - Basic Educational Space 23370 sq.ft
K M‘M
"E,_;)ESCRIPTION NUMBER SQUARE FEET BGU Recent Work
. Cafeteria/ Cafetorium/Stage
| In Phys Ed
I -<itchen (warming onl
| iehen g only) 1 300 G
E ‘widitorum/Stage Cafetorium, see above
griealth Suite
1 170 G
i uidance Suite
| 1 285 G
, ‘Administration (incl 35 storage)
, 4 680 G
i eacher Planning/Dining
g_ 1 345 G
Phys-Ed-FEeckers/Showers
- ther (cafétorium storage 40, shared
L_nference 135) 2 175 G
1 Misc Educational Space 1,955 sq.ft.
|
| ' otal Educational Space-Bldg. 25.325 sq.ft.

{
i

|
i



Page 1 of 2
i Commonwealth of Massachusetts

| DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
School Building Assistance

-
L Inventory of Existing School Space Under The Jurisdiction
- Of The Local School Committee

L The information provided on this sheet will be used for
~ School Building Assistance. All complete applications
.. July 1 and June 1 will be ranked for possible approval
~ accurate information on all existing buildings housing

priority ranking of capital school project applications for
submitted to the Department during a given fiscal year between
in the next following fiscal year.: It is important to provide
school children so that we may calculate your rank correctly,

Complete one form for each school building currently in use or available for use as a schoolhouse. Please

indicate which space is less than 7'6" headroom with an (*). Incll}_de a separate sheet for modt_xlaxj_or lease
spaces. Please provide a photo of the outside of your buildingf_r R Col e

. School District__Nashoba Regional School District /Code

i School Building__Center B /Code

7 Date of Construction__1954 Date(s) of Addition or Renovétioﬁ (s)_ /71957, /11964, 1

- Building Capacity _ 300 Current Enrollment 260 Type of C(;ﬁstmction masonry/steel
- “de Levels NOW served in THIS building (circle all that apply): o

PreK K 1 26 789 10 11 12

&

;

<

, -
Modular Lease

(please use separate sheet for these spaces)

. Gross Square Footage Use all OUTSIDE dimensions of school building to determine the following information:

1 A. Gross Square Feet B. Education Square Feet
l Rasement (below grade level)
L Ground Floor 36,360 23,061

B Upper Floors C

|- Efficiency Factor
|

1 JTAL 36,360 25,061 B/A_69 %

| Person Completing Form _Keith E. Hoffses Date: 11/5/02

“l=_Architect, Desien Partnership of Cambridge

Phone _617 241-9800
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Page 2 of 2
- IL Inventory of Educational Spaces

For each of the educational spaces listed, calculate the &ross square footage using the INSIDE dimensions of cach area.
" Teclude any self-contained bathrooms, supply space, and teacher/staff space in each space listed. In Column *C” insert
:tter that applies for each space: B = Basement; G = Ground Floor; U = Upper Floors.

A B C D
DESCRIPTION NUMBER SQUARE FEET BGU Date of Recent Work
G 1Cl m
eneral Classrooms 1 10,730 G
C ter Laborato .
| -ompHier Laboratory | 890 | 6
| Science Laboratories (incl 65 office, 150 o ‘
storage) l 1,235 . -G
{ . .
| | ShoperF¥osasons
Arts and Craft 5o
) s and Crafts | 850 G
Mo S
L5 i 1 890.-. - G
Special Education (incl shared OT/speech ,
-1 as | space) 4 ' 1’880 G
Remedial | ' '
emedia 5 _ 340 G
" Physical Education (incl 326 office/st -
ysical Education (inc oliice/storage) | 3,826 G
" cary/Media Center (incl 60 storage) 1 950
i Oth bined kiln/ tora
5;% er (combined kiln/gen storage) . 150 G
Total - Basic Educational Space ‘ _ 21,781  sq.ft
— e
’ DESCRIPTION ' NUMBE SQUARE FEET BGU Recent Work
Eafeteria/ Cafetorium/Stage (platform only,
' cafetoriumn sf in Phys Ed) ! 1,400 G
. -Kitchen (warming onl
itchen (warming only) { 505 G
" Auditorrum/Stage Cafetorium, see above
|
- Health Suite
1 220 G
Guidance Suite
1 220 G
Administration
2 305 G
Teacher Planning/Dinin )
g/Dining I 345 G
Jther (cafétorium storage 70, shared
i_-onference/storage 125) 2 195 G
I -*al Misc Educational Space 3.280 sq.ft.

|| Total Educational Space-Bldg. 25,061 sq.ft.

i
i






' STOW POMPOSITTICUT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
- BASE RENOVATION 11-5-02 -
' sTow, MA

roectmame S EOW PompsE.S. Base Reno
[4Y

Stow
MA

Client TDPC

500 Rutherford Ave
Charlestown

MA 02129
€17-241-3800

Architect TDPC
617-241-9800

Estimator Essential Estimating

1
H
]
1

8]

B

.,*



| Essential Estimating Spreadsheet Report
; Stow Pomp E.S. Base Reno

T - o - ' terlal o
Groui) Y. Phase B Dgs;_rlptk_:n Sl - Takeoft = . Labor - Materla Total CostiUnit

Quanﬁty Amount ' ' Amount

| 205000 pEmoLmon
b . _2071.01 _ Demo: General

S SevemiDsposal T T ey
— e .__._.. Shote-Screwjack — ___.'z_p_gg_eacn
- _._2073.00  Demo: Asbestos Removal

! . Remove Vinyl Asbestos ]’_fle_ .
2075.00 Demo: Concrete )

. Remove Slab on Grade

e e—

1

1

2076.00 __ Demo: Masonry

T - CUOuBrck&Block T T R s ] . ... 3768 isqt
o —_ .. SBWCUL 8" " CMU _ e __ 3848 Nnft
— Sawcut 16" CMU___A___ e o 96 OO_I!:IEL_A . 7712 nnk

i e e _..__.. Tooth Jambs 1 1Wyihe . o h_,_aa 00 inft_ _1553 Antt
i e _______Remove CMU 8" e 3,067.00 sgt L _.2 GDEH

2078.30 .Demo:; Misc Walls
. Remove Moyable Wall
__Demo: Millwork
—..Remove Casework
_.Dema: Roofing e
Remove Membrane_Bplf_ e
Remove 2 Shylights e
_Demo: Doors & Wmdows e

.. Remove Doar_ T e T gt - 1847 feach

e Y8800 T Sga T T 300 it

. 112 IscL
. 4B2/sqt

.. Remove Doar Frame int Double _‘_ ) _:ﬂ_m_z.pp_ gach __ S17 ) .7, ... 8850 temch__
. Pemove Door & Frame Ext Single e 1400 each 1035 e .° . ..BB 49 /each
_ Remave Transom or Borroweql_,gg_h .. 51200 sgft 2 252 s ,.ﬁ___iiQ /sgft
Remnve Metal Windows ..2,102.00 sqft
e Remuve Window Treatmem
_.2084.50  Demo: Misc ltems
Remove ChalkDaards
_ Remove Tackhoarg
..Rﬁmﬂ!ﬂ?l_k’-if’_?
-Remove Urinaf Screen . . . ==
Remuve e Toilet Accessones . N 72 oq_ ggph
. . Remove Accoustic Clg Panels .._. 3,000 00 sgit
_2088.01  Pemo: Finishes, Floors

Remove Carpet & Pad 27_213 QD S'ﬂ___ _M_- _-:__

- Remove Ceramic Jile Floor 1.329.00 sqt
Flasn h Patch @ Wall | Remaval
_2088.21 _ Demo: F'i_'ushes Walls
e Remove  Stud Gws 3 Partition
[ foeome.._ 208850 Demo; Finishes, ¢ Ceilings , e
& — e __Rem Acoust Tie & Grig ..16,3868 00 sqft _

4618 feach

77777 1.06 /sqgft

SBOE sqﬂ

_Remove Sheelrock Sofft 33600 sqt _‘__A_ 171

208860  Demo: : Plumbing

el . Removesnk T T . 2200 ech 170 .- 7590 jemh
m oo ... _ _ Remave WaterCIOSe( . 25.00 each 2,169 . 8675 /each

TTT T e BRI R L &K = e o)

g }_________‘__,___ _RemoveUnnai . __900each " 13g et 15179 feacn

2088.70 Demo: Mechanical
e Removelowers
3000.00 __CONCRETE
Conc: Slabs On Grade

_ Patch Conc SbTrenchete.
.. .Cone: Slurry Coat
... Leveling Compound e
... 338100 Finish: Floor Hardner e
! '7 Reseal Concrete_ ___: - . . 174200 sqft

Lemd

FEAR ___ 660 /sgf

470400 sgt

174200 sqn 7

> 00 . MASONRY

L ... _#050.40 " Misc: Scaffold -
b o lntenor Scaffold
o ! . 4050.15 _ Misc: Matenal Handlmg

B ...306000 saft

e Concrete 2 Block ] ) . B ﬁ 400 m _'_v

410500  Mortar: AHTypes .

| e e Mor'ar'[ype "N ‘ . T ’ ,9.56_éu.y_c-l_
. #1004 Mortar: Grout Fiil Conc

e
I
- |

—Remove Door & Frame int Smgle B ....2000 each 1,293 o - 7 42£ach ;_

3306 T T g e
882 T ozmisagn
CGEmia
083 fsqn

037 gt
_.25% s
218 /sgn

097 ot
- _A79§1_’_5qﬂ... -

(- = .. RemowePlaste Ceilng Framing 7 506300 sn " LTera T 129 1t
oo e . . Rem Plaster Ceiling No o Framing e . 6,08800 sqft ...1874 o R 29 /sgft

Page 1
11/13/62 1:26 PM

—_—

Total Amount

3233 feach
.77 feach
_.069 fsaft _
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,‘raup' Co Phase

Descnpﬁon

4110 01

. Mortar: Grout Ful Conc —

__Aiss00

. _Groot Single Door Frame

___Grout Fill 3000 psi 12" Gravi___ _

.. $out Double Door Frame

Access: Control Joint
_Control Jont Seaiant
__Access: Wall Flashing

Flash Head Lead CtCopSaz ___

_ Takeoff
Quanﬂty

Labor .
, Amquht

. 401 cuyd e

. ,3990_?3_9_“ e
JI00each

40400t

51300 sqft

e FashsitieadCt CopSoz, ] _.A2500sqt 9%
b 415700 _Reinforce: Vertical Wall e —_———
— o Re-Bar uo&#ﬁ e e 531 93 lbs L

4158.00

_..4221.15

i
[

_..Reinforce; Horizontt Wall

_Henz Wail Reinf 8" Hot Dippd |
Conc. Block: 8"

245 mi

422145

_4520.01

_._Linte

s R:rr_n_o_vﬁQML_’E" .
_Palchin8"CMU

..Blk 8" _Standard Face Req Wt _
_Conc. Block: Lintel o
8" Stand Face Reg wer

Masonry Restorahon i

METALS

5510.05 _

_Misc: Lintels

Sti Angles 1000- 2000 lbs__

5510.35

Misc: Bolt On Material

. Angle Bolled Yo Masonry __

.WOOD & PLASTICS

601500

_ 811320

_ Fasteners: Frame Anchors_ o
Fasmers & Mtsc R
Blocking: Misc. _
Block Toitet F’amtnon .

Blocking 2x6R.L

v Te11340

__Blocking: Rough Bucks

__8413.00

— .. _RoughBucks 2x6Doors_ —-. Bo200 WAt
. Rough Bucks 2 x 6 PT Daors _. 378001t .
R _2x6PTLlouvers e . ... Y0000 PR
e e Rough Bucks 2 x. 6 PT Wlndovg_s_m o 139400 It

{ Trim: Dr & Window Matr)

_ 321300 each_

723000 each

400 eacn
400 each =~

Materlal

it Total CostUnit Total Amount
Amount : .

26982 icuyd

340 4dadqieach A
116 6018 feach e e __ 421

C asssan T
538 rsqn

CAarms

A0, eeseaumt T T
5981 786 jeach

L244 1553 Jeach

. 5.EB200 I 4909 313 vazm T T Toes
. 110700 b 2200 TTaser T e T Y]
s T T e T g DR

.18 dQ each

____Bilock HC Toilet Pamuon v '_:__iv — 1000 each 5257
... _Biock Misc Tailet Accessaties . - 178.00 each o204
- Boeking 2x4RL o 9100t 3

_.29100 imn_

7222.10

L1270, 00

7531.00

BT = i e e e —

..7620.01

7620.30

_..T630.05

_1810.00

_ 782000

T Fes0a0

731001

Pelvurethane Sealant 1/2"

TTAAAA s o smm

L.preeen T T T

.oaes asg0ieacn T Ty

_ 1699 feach
225 finft

20 293Mm T T ey
L2mmant T T T T 080
L30T T T T e
.. 319 infﬂ o __3_1_9

—.A3%mw T T Tsasg

Window Stools (Waod) ] _/7omr T Tidgy mzzmn T TS
Apron At Stools e ... 387.00 Inft _ 373 Ak 1,443
THERMAL & MOISTURE PROT L e _
Insulation: Roof Istlay e L N
—.Poylso35tlayert =~ 264 85 sgs 12 307 _ 029,236 156,85 isgs -
Insulation: n: Roof 2nd Lay L e e e
___Periite Tapered 3973 sq ___2808 12801 /sq o
Firestopping B . e I
Fnresaﬁng S 306.00 int 351 209 e _bBg
_Membrane: EPDM L o o e ) e o
 Roof Elastic Sheet EPDM 60 mil <1000s/F A _26,485.00 sqft 41.763 A0 33T sqn  eazsa
_...Sheetmetal: Flashing e o — e e
_ L Heshswights T T T T g o 121 sas . 524
. Sheetmetal: Fascia_ S , o
_ExtenorEgge T 1.170.00 Int 20,592 21680 3813 AR 42,272
.. .Sheetmetal: Exp Joints B , , » o e
Interior Edge L 466.00 Inft 5359 . . 8781 __3030/mt __  "Taa120
_Sheetmetal: VentsIAccsry . o . el
_Misc Roof ACCESS. e .26,485.00 sqft 13162 24824 143 fsqft —
_Plastic Skyhghts___ o 7 L . o e B
. Skyignt Cub PreFab 96,00 Inft_ 457 1062 1582 dnt . .__1519
_ Metal Framed SkMts R o o e
Leanlo SkY'W‘ Double Med Span 100.00 sqft 1524 4230 57.54 /sqft 5,754
_Sealant - Jt Filler Gaskt ) o ) o o ) . o
_. Backer Rod %" o 87200 It 2,582 S8 14k B 2,639
Polysulfide Sealant 1/4" intenoy 852.00 Inft 3463 148 424 fio 3812
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. Takeoft Labor Material > )
roup Phase Quantity Amount  Amount Total Cost/Unit ‘ Total Amoun‘t
; 7910 01 -~ Sealant JthIIer Ga_; t N o . e - e
T _Rake Out Masonry Jt | Fller 40400 1 7 57 YT
8000.00 . DOORS & WINDOWS N N
8110.01 _Doors: Steel with  Frames e o e e
(:'t*ﬁiﬁ;:_'._ _HM Frame 16ga Gaw NvSirgle _lagg each 800 1§79 _ 17709 9 feach _ e 2478
L  16ga Galv Double o 7.00 esch 562 ... BB3 20639 leach - 1,445
e T M Frame tegainterngr Sngie. " 8Q0eaeh 108 1433 ] 15387 femen 2,462
- wo— MM Frame 8ga interor Double 300 each A -1 £ 20418 feach = 1.621
T _ HM Doorins 16ga Galv 3.0 x 7.0 OFlush 1400 eacn .84 3887 33785 feach
. .__HM Doorins 21663 Galv3.0x7.0FUliGl 1400 each 1010_ 6008 50124 jeacn
o __ Metal Sidelight Frame On A 51200 sqil _377 13763 3309 fsqn
A 9210.01 __Doors: ' Wood L _ i e —
; e _.Door M Core 3-0 x 7 7 0 Vvsmn e 6500 each 5478 (16381 | 33645 seach 21,869
‘ 852001 Window: Afuminum S —
e e CustomPrO4" 125w Ins Gl Kynar . .20200 sqft 17,483 81,726 4720 isqt 99,209
. 8710 01 _Hardware: Finishing N I o e L o
e Flmshlng Hardware Ext E!udge'h e . . 2800 each 4012 18581 . 78_06_ 30_reach _ _ -2._}}3
_ e _.__Finishing Hargware int tBudget —..8500each = 3726 _ 20483 . 37233 feach e
8811 00 ___Glass: Al TypesA_ e
-_ e e — o ___Glass Sheet‘lM "Tempeted o 512,00 sght
900000 __ __ FINISHES -
L .5210. 01 LathlPlastr Gyp as e
i ... Plaster Paich @ Wall 28000 sgft

. Plasler 2r Patch Ceiling @ v @ Wall Rémoval )

) 8252.10 GWE Int Frame: SStuds
| — -8 Soft Slud 398 20 ga _ -
o 9252.30 GW8 Iint Frame: Trac
T Tirack Sofii 2002 Beg T
925310 _GWB: Fasteners.

o TTTes3a0

_ Misc Accessories
GWB: Boards &

__GWB 5/8" Soffit

Sheathing

T T GwWE, 587 Water Registant Cigs 132900 sqft
L 9254.00 _GW Finish Muleape e L
e e _ . lab ing_ D 1329005qﬂ
e o Labor GWB Sofft Fiish R 336 00 sqft
- 9310 0.01 _ Ceramic Tile . —— .
A .___Ce Ceramnc - Tile Floor Grade__2_ B . . 1.328 Q0 sqft
e . ..CemmcTieWalGragez | T cenme. 322200 st
. o Ceramuc Trim: Cove Hase e 306000t
- 5510.90 _ Ceiling: Susp. System e -
o Y e Chamng _ ~ e 1329005
Bl 85, 0.50___ Ceiling: 2x4 Tile e
e e —.MinFbr Tegulr Std x4 3/4 3/4' 250 500 sf 18, Q_QO__jgll_ .
9650.01 .. Flooring Resment Tile

1T ses0s
10000.00

-

1011001

_..Floor viny! Composmon Tie 178"

_Floor Resil Base 47 - __:_ _ i
‘ tCommercialdzez T T
.. Painting: . Exterior L o
__Paint Ext Door & Frame ne .
_ Painting: Ir]t_gr_lg(_ L .

__Paint Wd Door & Metal Frarne o

] ,P?!EUDL@PLL_*&E’E_.,,_ .512.00 sqft.

_Paint Wood Sl e . .387.00 Int

_PamtWood Apron . _.._387.00 ikt o
_Paint Louvers _ 42,00 sqft

Paint Exist GDW CLgBoller 2ct .
Epoxy Paint GDW Cig_

_E_E;zy.P_atntnLn.f oMy
-Epoy PantExstitemy
Sound Absorbing Panels
Custom Acoustic Ceiling Panel
SPECIALTIES

Chalkboardsﬂackboards_. .
Chalkboard Al Fr

AR
44

24400 sght _

25200 mk

. 3600k

T ¢ A

33600 sgit

98 00 Inft

300 sqft

226811 sqyd

28.00 each _

_ 8500 each |

10 570.00 sgft
1,329 00 sqf
3.023.00 sqn

28,181.00 sqft
1,161.00 sqtt

7,161 00 sgft

3,000 00 sqft

- 7,081

228 e
L8225

- 3par

..5768

820 Ty
23 T

BREN - N
L2883

343 T

15523\

5147
9588
.88y

Lony

1807

S 272 kayd

. 4958 feach

230 faqn

RN

L. 219 ssqt
I EEY-" T
1286

23 T T
ETane T

B2 S

Amee T

_ 5556 leach

202 Anft

123 fsot

040 ssqaft
195 Isgtt
067 ssqft

036 isqft

184 ssgit
129 fsqft

1368 /sgt

€

T
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oup- Phase
T Hoto0r

_ Tackboard Alum '_:",

Descrlpﬁon

Chaikboards/’fackboards

10160.01

Toilet Partition Metal

Takeoft Labor Material
Quantity Amount Amount
_— 252@0155@1_".7_“'_‘ - “’“4@6

Total Cost/Unit

_ 841 Isqn

Total Amount

.YUnnal Screens Wall Hung — '__-Q_E]_Q e_;-ng-h-iﬁ___tA QGE_ 3 7—1:581 . 3 |6 48 feach
: 10160.02 _ Toilet Partition  Phenolic e R e .
T ToletPartiion Reg Fi Mid_ . . 900each 1235 8202 104906 leach | _
e JOMRtPattibon HCFirtd 7‘?90. each 1377 12199 1,357 64 /each
10410.01  Directory/Bulletin Boards _ —— . e -
T BudngDiectoy i _1.00 each 386 1250 1,63534 feagh
10420.01 Plaques e . e e e
— o e _.____.Custom Bronze Plaque 30" x 35" 100 each 306 2264 2569 67 feach 2570
10430.01  Signs e o - e ——
T T menarStoek T Q0 each 248 " aes | is3idesen . o
oo IntenorCustom T T _ . 4500 each 1238 _ 2401 _ 8087 feach 3639
- 10523.00 Exhngunshers e e e _
T T e Gt T 1200 each 1376 1871 270 ]
o 10617.600 Partltlons Operable e o o o o o .
T . ._ Operabie Partition 2-174" WAvg T 5 00 sq__ 1,666 24019 | 4458 fsqft
: Operable Partition Track _ R J200 Iy o 6,458 _ _B970 Anf_
10800.01 Toilet Accessories e o . e .
S e o ..__GrabBart-1sa" "S5 36" i 3200 each 734 1221 6108 Jeach
o - 22,00 each } 856 1975 119 56 feach B
e - ..500 each__ 153 . 2048 43977 Jeach _
1900 each 242 . 252 2800 feach
_@gp__@p_en_s_ej__ ~ . e ... 22,00 each 1.009 _ 2877 17664 feach
. Stanless Stea! Shelf . 33.00 Inf_ 344 3587 fnft
_Tolet Tissue Disp Dbt e 29 00 each 554 3773 /each_
owel Dispenser S Surface _Mtd i oo, 600 gach 172, 72 35 /each e
s oo Jowel Disp/Waste Recpl e 1000 each 97 a01s. 49319 feach |
0.00 ... FURNISHINGS e e e
lo—_ . 1235000 Casework —_— _ e e e e
e Sotwol CaseworkBase® Top 16800 inh _ L0991 T31216 . 25124 Mt 42207
12520.01 Shades e e e e
e _VinyIHeaw WH e 230200 s T 74 . azea
5500.00 B HVAC SYSTEMS e e
_...19836.00 LouversFilters e e , _ N
--Fixed Blade Stormprool T T T T ag g sqn 87077 2685399 ssan eeeo_2.238
% Estimate Totals
tabor 542 797 9.699.979 tus Q‘"’
Matenal 613,300 2x7) j
Equipment 20,815 1,390.241 hrs l& L?
IR R
Contingency Reno Study 176,931 15000 % T
Total 1,353,443
1
3 % 2_,1
FaE
{
t
P
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‘.roup Phase

| e 207300

J R —

Vo
‘ _2075.00

__._.Ro71.01

_..Demo: Asbestos Removal

_..Remove Ramp

General Disposal
_Shore - Screw Jack

Remcve val Asbes(os Tele
l?gme_concreta_

. Remove Ext Plalform m_

_Sraatsan

_ 36000 sqh

Takeoff Labor  Material

Total Cost/Unit To
Quantity Amount  Amount ' ° otal Amount

DEMOLITION _ e T T T
,.EQ..“FQ_QEE‘H'?_'.,___M e e

. 155000 cwg | 20583 2N T

J300exch 8248 612 73074 feacn ks,.fiﬁ_i-

4000 sqft

- 2076 00 _ Demo:Masonry T e
; ”T', e ... Remove Chomey 60" xs0" T T 000w A T T g M 37 -
e T cwoucprgE oMy 100 sat 1577 L U Tageausgn e 3787 "
P ... . SawMasonyBrck 695, 00 Inkt - 2054 188 381 finft
b e Bawmut8OMU e .. 2898 _ . 3848 finft R
e _ Teoth Jambs 1 Wythe e S I 3 N - 53 Aot ~
o RemoveOMUB™ 7 3000 st 7ig - Jeomqn _ )
__Remove Brick Ven=e[ e 69500 sqft — 2054 T . _354msgh .
_ RemaveChimneyCap — ... 230Qsoft 58 C el 2TTsgtt

__ 207830 _

_...2080.05

2084.01_

|

i

b — —

S 207800 T

_ Remove Cubbies

_.Demo: Roafing
.. Remove Shingles e

. Remove Membrane_re_o_cr 2952400 st 33301 e 12 s

_Demo: . Steel e
Remove Ladder .
_Remove Steel Ravl

Demo: ng_c_l__ e
Remove Waood Floor Frame

__Demo: stcWaHs B
Remove Mavable Wall_ .
_Demo: Millwork

Remove Tail Cabmet
Remove Casework_

Demo Doors & Wlndows __ -
Remove Dcor

—_Remove Door & Frame Ext Single

. Remove Transom or Borrowed Lrte o

Remcve Door & Frame e Ext Double T

Remove Roll-Up Gnlle

emove Metal Wmdows

emove Window Treatment
Demo Misc ltems

385500 sqn__

2s200m T Taa3m

2000 each |

__251.00 sqft__

T e .96 -
~ o e e T T

B N -1

224008t 2087 Ty T 2082 %

-
gaoolan 798 T T T 0 og e — . _TeE
|aamh o o2se T T T T 5

Bime00san T apor T gge

TS8O sar o 3a: T LT T g ean

-62700.sqf 2084 U s ean
120each 3 1847 feach __ _
8849 reach _

. 900 each
_100each ey 19278 Jeach
148 lig_ﬂ._“
. 0.28 i1sqft

_ Remove Tackboard e 63200 gt _oB3isn T T
_Remove Tollet Parions e 2700 each A88leach T T g
 Remove Urinal Screen 800 eacn 3233 keach 259
Remove Tailet Accessones_ . — e - _73.00 €ach o877 feen 421
Remove§t§ge Curtain ) . 37200 sqft - . 804 isqgft e e _._.2989
Remove Kitghen Work Table s 16 00 int . 83A ek 133
- L L Remove Baskelball Backio_ps L 200 each 36947 jeach e _ES_?]
. 2083 91 Demo: _Finishes, Fleors —
R " Remove ove Carpel 8 Pad e 1987237 sqn
AT . Remove Ceramic The Floor _.207500 sqh
e . .Remove Blueslone e 10800 sgft
e .._Remove Rec Floor Matt _ 6000 sgft )
[ Flash Patch @Wall Removal =~ 33500 sqh
T 2088 088.21_ _Demo: Finishes, ,Walls _

"o 20B8.50

Remove Wood Panel But No o Studs =
Remove e Stud GWB Parmlon
_Demo:  Finishes, Ceuhngs

- L__ e o _Rem, Acoust Tle& Gid __
e Remove Plaster Celll_g_Framlj_
N . Rem Plaster Ceiling No Framing
. 208850 Demo: Plumbing -
ﬁ - - .Remove Sink
e _ Remove Water Closet
e _Remove Unnal B )
. 2088 70 _..Demo: Mechamcal
:

_Bi"l‘ZYQ_':EEY@F S

_ 92400 sqf__

| 29,04000 sqf

. 4230.00 sqft

B4D00 sqft
84000 sgft

13.00 each S T YT
2100 each_ 1822 - 8675 jeach .. 1822
800 each 1214 s 19179 feaeh 1214

ot T Tes T seia T -]
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CONCRETE

3000.00 —
3131.G0 Farms: Ramps o . ——
Ramp Forms 2 use 36.00 I 177 48 6.24 /nfl Y
iy 3163.00 Forms: Expand/Control Jts
- Premolded Exp Jt - 6" 90.00 Inft i 122 2.46 Mnft —_— 222
. 3164.00 Forms: Pits & Misc. ~ o —
E Pad Farms 234.00 sqft _ 6552 986 ___ 32.22 /sqft ~ 7,538
5 322500  Rebar: WWM @ Ramp/Misc o . . _
Wiremesh - Ramp 6x6 6/6 080 sqs 33 10 54.21 fsqs a3
~ Wiremesh - Pad 6x6 6/6 ___360sgs 153 48 55.44 /sqs . 200 %
o= 330950  Conc:Ramps S P e —_—
_ __Ramp Conc 4000 psi S 148 cuwd 42 122 11866 lewyd - 77
3312.00 Conc: Pit & Misc S e ———
. Pad Canc 4000 psi — 667 cuyd 66 501 8538 feuyd 569
P .- 3326.00 Conc: Slurry Coat o . _ e -
; Leveling Compound 5.722.00 sqt 1,826 5 608 140 fsqft _ B,Dﬂ
3375.00 Finish: Protect & Cure . i . —
- Cure Conc wiburlap Ramp 080 sqs 12 —. B 2203fqs _ _ . . 16
i 5 _ Conc Cure wiburlap Pad 360sqs 59 27 2386 /595 86
3380.01 Finish: General o N 3 . I _—
Trowel Finish Pad ) 3000 sqh 497 . 138 st 497
- Broom/Float Finish Ramp B00Osgh 48 - 060 /sqgft — 48
i *= 4000.00 MASONRY e e e e e e
..)_ 4050.10 Misc: Scaffold e [ S
. _InlefiorScaffold 312000 sgt 2025 _9% _ _ in Isqﬂ o o 3849
4050.15 Misc: Material Handling ) L e
3 L Cancrete Block 400m - - 1__99‘_.9-3 /m o 800
: Brick R 300m e LTTTE7.18.4m o 201
‘ B 4105.00 _ Mortar: Al Types . o -
L Mortar Type "N ~ T .8.90 cuyd - 1280 13029 fouyd 1,290
i Martar Calor - 60.00 tbs 288 599 14.78 fibs BB7
4110.01 Mortar: Grout Fill Conc R e e e o
- Grout Fil 3000 psi.1/2" Gravi 408 cuyd 551 503 26980 fowyd 1101
Grout Single Door Frame o _ 33.00 gach 1,007 374 44,44 /each 1,467
——— _ Grout Double Door Frame | 1200 each 491 189 60.18 jeach "_ 722
i 4156.00 Access: Wall Flashing e
: Flash Head Lead Ct_Cop 5 oz Ce09mosgt | 2203 2880 559 /sqR o 5,083
. T Flash Sill Lead Ct. Cop 5 02. _79500sqt 1734 2,370 5.16 /sqft__ - 4,104
i - 4157.00 Reinforce: Vertical Wall —_— N o
L Re-Bar 45 & #6  542.36 Ibs 472 163 147 s 535
4158.00 __Reinforce: Horizont! Wall e
- Horiz Wall Reinf 8" Hot Dippd 232 mi 636 445 a4e579 gy 1081
- 4215.00 Brick: Specials . * e
- Brick Sl R ) _2,085.0C each _ 10,139 2,253 594 /each 12393
: ‘ 421820  Brick:Chimney O
Chimney 20" x 32" 2-flues o _1good 1157 738 189.63 Mf _ 1,895
-________@if’___, Conc. Block: 8" =~ S N
- - - Bl 8 Standard Face Reg Wt . 295200 each ___ 17715 5495 786 feach_ _ 23710
4221.45 _ Conc. Block: 8" Lintet o o
. Lintel 8" Stand Face Reg Wt _ 23400 each 2182 1285 1553 jeach 3634
4222.10 Unit Masonry Glazed Conc o e —_—
o= Patch & Replace Glazed CMU T T 1200sqr 2,027 1,403 2811 Jsqft T340
. 4424.00 Stone Slate o e
-*_._,% .. RefnisnSmeFioor __ """ 35100 sqf | 114 B3 smisqr 2041
: 4425.00 Stone Bluestong‘__“v I o ~
T euestnefier 10800 sgh 1706 1255 | o741 e 2861
4520 01 Masonry Restoratxon e e
._ o _Cul&RepointCMUHard Mortar 5000 inft__ T 3T 7esmnm __:f 393
| S Repoint Brick Soft Mortar 400.00 sqn _ o3 2e@dsgr T 1072
: e . ..Remove Individual Brick _ 473.00 each - 46 11 leach L aEn
e ... Patch inddua) Brick  _ . ) 472.00 each 382 _ 890 jeach 4199
L Remove CMU 3" . 79.00 each 7 3525 feacn 2785
e . PEENInB CMU e 160.00 each 26 1525 /each 12439
500000  METALS I . . I
5510.05  Misc: Lintels e e e \
St Angies 1000 - 2000 lbs_ 102500 Ib 893 566 1.42_Mb 1458 %
5510.35 Misc; Bolt On Material o L e (6
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roup Phase

Takeoff

_tusoow. T

i 551035 Mn;c_ﬁ_olt OnM_aignal e

T AnetotedToMasny

' T 851061 Misc: Ladders B
N o bades T

551080

~_-_5518.00

- 6000.00

_6015.00

_._Eissgne_s

. Stairs: Stair Parts

o Szalr Ralhng Gaiv 1- 17" 1_Epe
__ _StarRaing G Garv1 N2 2pipe

Stau Raling Steet 1-1/2" /2" 6 pipe
_ Stairs: Gratlrlg e
Grate  Weld SHGIv 3/4 X 1IB

WOOD & PLASTICS

rame Anchors

) __._§113.20 _

__E Blockmé

.. Block Toiet P_;mhon B

Block HC Toilet | Partition

_noow T

_17.00 nf

252,00 Im

. 50400sqt

_2800each

9.00 gach

147 00 each

T __~ Black Misc TDI_IEI_{\_CFEEO_HES -
T . Bogkng 2xaR(_ T
o ___—, e—__.._.Biocking 2x6RL. e

B 6113, 40 Blocking: Rough Bucks

641000

—. 525000  Pre
. _Raised Wood Panel Arch Grade

_ .Rough Bucks 2 x 6 Doors

45300 1
1.273 00 ntt

—. 30300 Ink

Rough Bucks 2x 6 BT Doors 636 00 Inft
_2x6PT Louvers____ ... _ 30000 Inft

_Rough Bucks 2 x 6 6PT Wmdows ]
ished Wood Panelmg

| Trirm; n; Cabinets

6413.00

_T2220

7222, 20

__Firestopping

I Tnm Dr 8. Wmdow M_gt_rl;ri i
Wlndaw Stcols (Wnodl e

_._Apron At Slools

_THERMAL & MOISTURE PROT
lnsulahon Roof 1st Lay
Poly Iso35 Layer1 — _
lnsulahon Roof 2nd Lay

Peiite Tz Tap_ered o

7310.00

3210

___h_?__fm oo_ ..

B 762001
L T7ea0as

_7620.30

b 7630.05

Fresafing
_Shingles: Asphaj_l_ o
_.Premium Class C 300-3851b
Shmgles elt

_Roofi ng__elt— 30 Ib 0

_Membrane: _EPDM

Roof Elasuc Sheset EPDM 60 mll <10005fF A -

Sheetmelal Flas
_Flash Skyllghts . .
_Sheetmetal: Guttr Dwnﬁg[ ]
___Downspout Cgpger Circular 5"
_Gutter Copper 172 Rnund S
. Sheetmetal: Fascia_ .
Extenor E@e

_.T630.10_

1
b — e
-

781000

HM Frame .1.§9§_G.abf__09.u9!e

Sheetmetal: E;(_p_ Joints
. Interior Edge

Misc Roof Access

vent- Sofft 3" .
 Plastic Skylights

Shyiight 3 x 4
_Skylight Curb Pre Fab
Sealant - Jt Filler Gaskt
Backer Rod I A"

Pofysulﬁde Sealant 1/4 lntenor
Polyurethane Sealant 172"

DOORS & WINDOWS

.Doors: Steel with Frames .

20400 sgit _

___._Sheetmetal: VentsIAccs[y

- 242 OD each

29624 sqs.

2962400 saf
188200 inft |

11000
29000 it

~ 37,81000 sqft

- ... 12.00 inf

© §3.00 each
882.00 inn_

© 289700
_3_(_3';._ 09 inft
5,394 00 Inf

2000 each
. 900 each

Quantity

. 8200 T

1.00 Jsum 7

1786000 4

69500 inft
69500 IRt _

Adaasq T
vi2oome

. B186sgs

Labor
Amount

1 357

' ‘”1}3“75& o

25

6299
4199

3719
1232
22316

Y
3

285
723

2229 T 1383 33

480

10%

189278 Tizgse

2878
ST R

.81

Material
Amount

430

BRERT-
5242 T FEs g T

L2
L
434
2581

Total Cost/Unit

2209 fnkt

3485 ok

_.72.47_fnft

__32.42 /each
_.45.19 Jeach
18 99 feach

- 225 Aok

2t

2 35 /Ir‘-ﬂ
307 nnt
ERCY

392 /nft

—..188

_32700
BRI
23 T
8266 20750 ;as.
618
L A0726

S ¥ e S

998

_1455 T

5486~
1212

233643833 n

11,72 ot
373 Aot

12801 sq

.20 72 IscLs

5 46 nnft

14 00 Ilnﬁ
10 27 _Ankt

_ 8232

REZE-VEY. N

1021 ssgh

12348 ieach

..156.85 fsgs |

311 lsqr

————— e

Total Amount

208 N

L m
Ll Tea
a7
- 2,438
1)

373
e
~ —— 954

LI

- ',..EEJE.

35,43

20345

83

2187

2,256

1438

53

. 3030 /inft_

143 fsqr
275 ot

) 422 94 leacnr

1582anh T i35,
R S Y-}
. 424 ot _ 1,285

4s4noR 24483

177 08 Jeach

ANE 9A reman
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992001

_Paint Ext Bor Lt Frame

__Paint Ext Star Hang 1 Rail _

- i . Takeoff Labor Materlal i :
iroup Phase Descrlption Quantity Amount  Amount Tota! Cost/Unit Tétal. Amount
B110.01 Doors Steel wuh Frames L i L - e
j:'____u_ L . HM Frame 1893 Ime'orS:rg!eq_ Tt 1300 each ... 836 _ _._._XM185__ 153 87 feach e 2,000
HM Frame e 18ga interior Double o 200 each 20418 fegen 408
T i M Doar tIns 16ga Galv 3.0 x7-0 Flush 2400 each 44 53 L 8109
LT . RM.Doorins 1602 Galv 3.0 0x70FulGl | 2600 each 1875 11,157 o B _ 13,032
MM Owr18gazoxzovien e . 800each 228 1075 37587 feach | 1,303
b Melal Sdelght Frame Qniy €xt 28200 sqft e 18889 VB8BTS 91 71dsat _ 25,863
e e _Metal Sidelight Frame Only Int 800 sgh .56 242 33094sgt T 238
8210. 01 _ Doors: Wood B Ve T T T L e e e
T DowMCores0x7ovmen T 15100 each 4298 12861 3364Sleach | {745
i _8330.01 _ Doors: s: Coiling — e e e o e
T T DoorRai | Up Fire Rated_ o . 4400 sqft_ 981 _ 1,387 5835 isqh . 7ser
, ____ 8520 01 .. _Window: Alummyrp_____ X e mmm
{ e “f_ Custorn Pr 25 w Ins G| Kynar _.A82400 sqft 38, 459 L ...178781 4720 fsgr e 218,240
i 8710.01 _Hardware; re; Finishing e i o .
T T g Hardware E4 Budget 5000 each_ 7.165 33,180 . B 40,345
T T Finshing Hardware Int Budget 5500 each 3153 17,337 ~ 20,489
i 881100 Glass: AllTypes"__ e A e — o
P Glass Sheet 174" Tempered . 900 sqft 110 .68 1970sgr 177
S _ Giass Insulated Tempered. . 28200 sqt 5,501 5880 4035 ssqtt 11,381
-, 80 800000 __FINISHES o o o N L ) o
; 9210.01 Lath/P!astr Gypnfla_\;ter ) L o ‘ e o
| = o _Plaster P Patch @ Wall Removal 24000 sqft 2.455 314 174usen
_ . Plaster Patch L . 6100sqf  _ g2a a0 1174 sght
. Plaster Patch  Ceiling @ Wall Removal 335 00 sqft 1336 395 __ 464 /sgft o
e e Bypsum Plaster Cig 2 coat System 8333 sqld _.. 49070 /sqyd I 3_‘_729_
9253 10 GwB: Fasteners o . e e e
o e ___Misc Accessories o . 100 sum_ _53759 Msum $38
925330 cwa: '8: Boards & Sheathmg e ) B e e
' TG WB S Water Resistant Clgs 2,075 00 sqit 092 sson . 1513
@__,_“__ﬁ_s_mg._uq Gwa: Finish Mud/Tape o ._ I . o
! _Labor GWE Ceiling Finish _ 2,075 00 sqft Q.71 _fsgft _ 1,467
9260.00 _Blueboard R I - e [ . e S
.. 72" Plaster Base e Clgs — 84000 sqft 557 252 _oseessat . sos
L s31001  CemicTie T _ R, e
— Ceramlc c Tile Floor Grade 2» e e 2 075 00 sqﬂ 11,025 8036 .8.19 qufi _ . 18,061
o Ceramic Tile Wall {Grade2 e 1.656.00 sqft 6,884 _..a912 Z__jl:} Isqft e ... 11806
07 _Cerarmic Trim Cove BaS_E___, e e ... 2880008 2898 840 _1286q0m —_..3B57
, L__ﬁ________‘___ . __Patch Ceramlc Jnm: Cove Base R .._.1500 InR . 185 a8 _15.86 fnft e 239
e 951010 _ Ceiling; Susp. System - B
— T T supCig1i7Cra — _291500sqt 4903 1838 _ 231 ssqn ] 6741
____E]_O._zp Cellmg 12x12 Tile o o _ L ) e e
— o _MuFbrTegurStd 12x12 374" /4" 250-500 s _ 29,040 00 sqft 25.860 92725 408t T 118,585
——_._966001 _ Flooring Resullenl Tile e . R
e ____Floor Vinyl Composition Tile 178 . .. 5T:00sgh 282 4243 t2azet T 7071
e ..Pateh Floor Vinyl Composition Tile 1/8" _ 447.26 sqft 342 364 188sgt 708
i o _ . Floor Resil Base 4 4,364 00 Inft 3,333 1,753 1.17 Anft e 5086
| _9685.00 _Flooring Carpet B o _ T
Car, —_ 2.185.82 sqyd —_ 59,624
) Pamtmg Exterlor_____ o _ — .
. j_aﬂr_gg Door & Frame 5000 each

_Paint Ext Wood Siding

__ _Pant Exest Col Cover

Paint Ext Stair Pipa 2 Ralls _

__Panl Ext Gratings & Frames

- Painting: Interior

 Pant Louvers

Paint Wa Door & Metal Frame

. Paint Metal Door & Frame
_Paint int Bor Lt Frame

Paint Wood Sil
Paint Wood Apron

. .Pant int Pipe Rails

. Paint Plywood Wamécot

_Paint Ladder
Refinish Exist Tnm

Paint GDW Clg Roller p+2ct

28200 sqft
70400 sqft_
4400 Inft_

- .62.00 Inft I D1 I 1,79 Ak
e 1700 SIS 3. 1047
30400 sqft 209 71 _ 274 /sq
) 5000 each . 4517 4958 feach et 2478
400 each 33 4186 feach . 168
) 5.00 sqft 1. _230 kgt —— 2
695 00 inft _48 202 fnf e 1401
_ 695,00 Inft_ 49 178 At _...1.236
12500 sgit ) 123 kst — 153
. 151200 Inft 212 094 1820
______ ... 11.00 Inft P 3 -3 1. - 14
1,008.00 Inft 1089 260 e 2823
. 204 00 sqft 18 T | N -1
RAN NN en® - -
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___Sanitary Napkin Dispenser Recessed )

-..3.00 each

_. Clothes Hook Single

..27.00 each_

Takeoff Labor Material
roup Phase Description Quantity Amount Amount Total Cost/Unit Totql Amount
; N 9920 01 _Painting: Intenor_______ﬁ_ T e e
{ ,EEO..W.F‘_QLHLGDW S9 207500 sqf 2757 .. 1308 N
T ammicmuspraype2et T 33000 sqn 1085 as1 ]
R _. Part £xist ust Int CMU Spray 2 ot 33,396 00 sgft_ . 7,922 4008 B O 30 /_gﬂ .
. L ‘Epoxy Pamt | E)ﬂst int CMU 837 00 sght 715 _ 368 129 /sgR o
10000 00 ___; SPECIALTIES _ L ) ) i . e o )
_1o110. 01 ~C aIkboards/Tackboards o R o T
: 7___ e _Repar Chalkboard Froo__ . 172800 sgit 5517 18624 _..413 gt
Tackboard Alum Fr e 63200 sqit 1333 _ AB14 941 1sgRt
T _Repair Tackboard Fr__ .. .1,72800 sqrt 5517 1244 397 ssqnt
* __10160,01 _ Toilet Partition Metal e o
o ... UnnalScreensWaliHung 800 each 7 1761 31648 leach 2532
10160 02 _Toilet Pe_n;_tl_tgr_l_ﬁbenollc L e _
‘ '[g-lgl Partibon Reg Fir Mtd o ___3800 each o 2,479 _ 185, 404_ 1,049 06 feach .
L ToletPamtionHCFumd 900 each_ 1,238 10978 1,357 64 /each N
_10410.01 _._Directary/Bulletin Boards e e e e e
e TBuangDwegtoy T 100 each 386 1250 163534 feach 1635
' _ 10420, 01 _ Plaques o e e
i ; e Custom Bronzg Plaque 30 x 36' e . 100 each R 306 2264 2,569 66 feach 2 5703
__10430.01 _ Signs e o ) ) - L o N
L Interior Stock — 4100 each 376 252 T 628
- - MnterorCustom " 2200eah 605 1,174 R 1,779
P 10523.00 __ Fire Extinguishers i e
T TFugEdCabnet T _ . 10Qeaxch 802 1,092 ) 1894
_.Jos3s.00 Canopies. R o o L e
. Walkway Cﬁmp"—' Avg e 527 00 sqtt 4582 11405 _26 85 Isqft
___jg§1§;DO Partitions Demounlablgu . o e e
e Partmnn Demountable 9 Vinyl Ci; Clad Gyp 147.00 Inft 2,948 13,656 1266 anft .
_ 1061700 Parti ions Operable L e
e on 2-1/4"t Avg 107800 sgrt 3117 | 44953 .44 59 /sgft 3
e e Cperable Pamtxon  Track . 4900 Inft - .. _...4385 _  BIT0AnR_
ee._.____0BOG.01 __‘l_'ollet Accessones__ e e e
e Grab Bar _ . 2400 each 530 . 915 5109 jeach
B _ Mirrer 18 x 30" S o 1300 each 6 _119.56 feach
{'—_, _ _ Janitor Utility Umt " e :ﬁ[’;??c”____, .

_ SvapDispenser 1300 each _ ‘" 595 17_0:6 ] 176 64 /ee;_ch o A_-
__Stainiess Steel Sheif ~.20000m 209 509 3587 an
e ToletTissue DispObl__ . — 3000 each 573 5593773 feach
. Jowel Dispenser Suface Mid 300 each . .. 86 A3 7235 jeach
e oo _Towel DspMWasteRecpt 900 each B25 3813 49319 feach
._____EQUIPMENT - , ) R
Lb.__‘k__"_ﬁosom Equip: Stage e _ . . o 7 o P
e ... CuttainTrackMedOuty 3100 Inr 1860 111 Cosedsgnn TToan
e e Fueproof T .. 37200 sqf SZAT L 6934 37,92 isqft 14,106,
; uip: Projection Screens _ o o o .
; . Manual Lintermediate 45000 sqft 976 2,518 776 Isqft _.3,491
e Emc Operated Deluxe 50 sf - 2008 8000 sqft 434 1463 2108 isght o .._._1,897
1149001 _Equip:Gym - _ e e .
_ Basketball Backboard Cig Swing__ —. . 200each 313 7,129 5, o
.. Floor Sieeves . e . 200 each ; BB 299
Scorebcard Baske(ball Mm I B 100 each 831 2046 A2 916 95 leac —
I . Chin Up Bar e e i 1.00 each 92 250 34167 leat':f_\_w e 342
L SR _Parallel Bars \ Wall Moumed L _ 100 set 511 . 780 1 38115 /50t 1,391
G Chmbing Ropes_ 1.00 each 134 _..259 388 83 feach 390
e Exercise Ladder Wall Meunted 1.00 each _ 306 L1217 1,522 28 feach 1,522
12000 00 o . FURNISHINGS B ) . N
o 12350 00 _Casework
} -

1252001

School Casework Base & Top

_Shades

._Perimeter Casework 1" Open

4320008 2
i _4;3‘2 00 Inft .. .8

28,264
9.154__

80,270
33861

251 24 Ilnft

28430 o _

e . VinylHeay WE L 4624005t 3tel e2e 2oske | L ez

I 12690 01 _FloorMats ) } ) . ] I o —
e Entrance Mat Rec 3/8" wFrame 60 00 sqtt 385 1,550 3225 1sqt 1.935 ‘
1400000 CONVEYING SYSTEMS I
i L 1440500 Lifts A

i Lift Commerniat . . - =
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- . . i . Yakeoft Labor Material . . -
; ) . : : N Total Cost/Unit Tol
-?up o Phaser VVDescriptfon T Quantity . * Amount  Amount ' . tal Am?“"t
1550000 _ HVAC SYSTEMS i
. 1585600 LowversFitters T T T T e e
FredBiate Stomprool . 12500set _ 2888 3774 | s3z9ssqt __ T T gees
Estimate Totals
a
Labor 841,726 14,793 734 hrs ! ’)4
Material 1,010,040 /‘{J \
: Equipment __ 79,238 1,664.438 hrs )

Contingency Reno Study 282116

15 00C % T
Total 2,163,120

L D.}
, a4
| a™
\ 5
3 )
|
|
-
2
B

vy
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.bup

Phase

Description

20 )50. 00

_ 208821 I
_.__.2088.50

208860
208870

__20BB.O1

3000 00

331001
332600
338100

207101
_2073.00

_.207500
_.2076.00
.2078.30

DEMOLITION N
QFTQE?EE',, e
_99599.:_/&595193_89!92\'_3!_, _
. Bemo: Concrete
Demcr Masonry

_. Demo: Misc Walls

208001
—_...2080.05
__ 208401
..208450

Derno Mlllwork

_Demo: Roofing e
Demo: Doors &Wmdows
Demo: MISC Jtems _ )
Demo: F:mshes _Floors __M_z

_ MASONRY

Dem inishes, . Walls

Demo: Plumbmg

..Demo: Mechamcal

_DEmoumion T
CONCRETE "~

__Conc: Slabs On Gr;'ade
_Cone: Slu f!!.?fﬂ.____
_Finish: Floor bor Hardner

CONCRETE

_ 4050.10

- Misc: Scaifold

_._410500
_ L Aneot

A

415500

. 405015

- Misc: Material Handling
... Mortar: All Types

Mortar: Grout Fill Con?;_n T

. Access: Control Joint

415600 Access: Wall Flashing
meee—en. 4157.00  Reinforce: Vertical Wall e
o __415800 _ Reinforce: Horizontt Wall

4221.15

Conc. Block: 8"

- 422145 _Conc.Block: & Lintel " """ " 230,00 aach
- __ 452001 Masonry Restorahon e o o
N — .1

“5000.00

METALS

e ———

§510.05
_ 551035

Takeoff

Quantity

.. 111860 cuyd
. 7.773.00 sqft
. ST.50 cuyd
2,108.00 cuft
576.00 st _
168.00 sgft
_ 265,05 sgs
80.00 each s

3,416.00 sqft_

3.542.00 sqft _
e ... 38000 sqft
Demo Flmshes Cellmgs o _ 2

8,912.00 sqft

_._56.00 sqft
42.00 sqft

. 3.060.00 sqft

4.00 m

9.60 cuyd
4.00 cuyd

404.00 [nft
942.00 sqft

...532.00 bs

. 245 mif

3213.00 each_ _ 1g

_Misc: Lmtels B
Misc: Balt On Matgrlal

METALS
WOOD & PLASTICS |

i

T Tet1340_
641 3.00

-.£015.00

611320

_ Fasteners Frame Anchors
.. Blocking: Mnsc

P —— e

= 20000

22210
122220

7_2219;90 __Firestopping

__ Blocking: Rough Bucks

A Trim: Dr& Wlndow Matrl trl
_WOooD & PLASTICS

77400 inft

THERMAL & MOISTURE PROT
_Insulation: Roof Istlay
Insulation: Roof 2nd Lay

.264.85 sqs
39.73 sgs

" 306.00 Inft_
_264.85 sgs

9600 Inft

1470.00 inft
__468.00 Jnft
6,485.00 each
_ 98.00 each

_ __»_75§1_ng Membrane EPDM e
N __lggo_.g_j“ Sheetmetal Flashlng e
: 3’_ . 7_5_2_0;:?9 . Sheetmetal: : Fascia e
L 763005 Sheetmetal Exp Jomts___'__m_ )
_ JE(LLQ B Sheetmetal Ventsl_l-}gggry R -
e _7810.00 Plastic Skyhghts ——
: i_g _zgﬁz_u_.go‘ ___Metal Framed Skyllgh§§ e
2l 791001 __ Sealant- Jt FillerGaskt
e THERMAL & MOISTURE PRO

__DOORS & WINDOWS

100,00 sqft
_ . 4,596.00 Inft

_5682.00 s

. 1,101.00 tbs.

Labor
Amount

_32252

18,728
15,810

532 )

170,451
. STSveuwd 17303
_.-1742.00 sgft_
__AT4200saft

17,303

19,281
2145
378,

30875 _

4,843
2201

7150

5613
o228
11,488

_ 12307
2278

~.o.381
. 41763
. L
. .20.592

. 182
.. 22251
120,447

556_
. S
- .18,340

1988

671

_53%9
3182
.7 A

Materizl
'Amo'unt '

""__:“. 2318
tozet

_ 354

30,153

707

. Liiéi
945

— 124

7

14,057

349 3%
4,504

.88

1701
3349
L3752
8,890

21 1,680

1,062
_4,230
1 768

131,108

Total Cost/Unit

9284 sqit
1672
82532 jouyd

A2z
..31.982

918

_465.82 /mlf

_8,620.27 Jmbf
3,297.03 fmbf

29,238

.-2.808

.. 208
36,410

- 128.01 /sgs

123

8781
_.24824

—_—

Total Amount

36 23 /cuyd ; . 4;)?32_4
_1.38 Isgft 10,761

36819 feuyd
..9.56 feuft
. 0.92 /sgft

3.00 Jsaft

11373 Isqs

_ 12585 Ieach

__1.45 Isgft__

o basisqn T T igsyy
.28 fsqit B26

.10 /sqft

_ 680 /sqit
. Isqft

_ 140/sqnt
_ 038 /saft__
_Asgft

111 /sqn o

199, 93 Im o

129.74 Icuyd
55? antt
5.40 Isqft R
117 flbs

T8 jeach 35267

15.53 /each

T 142bs

_331ms T Ty
saft

B8.48 /each

-8
5345
8,988

N 5977

... 20378

T720mft
Isgft

L4154
-..5086

____55
_ 82,254
2
42212
_ 14120
..37.987
_. 18
5754
24485

256,102

15685 1sqs |

. 183 /inft
.310.57 Isqs
B 546 linft
) 36 13 /inft
3030 0 finft
_1.43 Ieach

15 82 feach

L STse s
533 finft

fsaft
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Takeoft Labor Material
Quantity Amount Amount

| ~— 811001 Doors:SteelwithFrames " 47goeach

sroup”  -Phase " Description Total Cost/Unit' ‘Total Amount

85937 feach 35094

821001 _ Doors: Wood B ee..... 6500 each 5478 _ 15391  336.45 /each 21889

_ 852001 Window: Alum_lryﬁ__:j:‘_t 2102, 00 sqft 17,483 B1726  47.20 /sqnt o :t:éiﬁ{
L _8710.01 __Hardware: Finishing e 3300 set 7738 39069 50331 /set _46.808
.. 881100 Glass:AliTypes 512.00 sqft 6239 3850 1971 /sqt 10,088

... __ _DOORsewmpows T~ T 44860 169208  _ /sqft 214068
9000 00 o FINISHES e

9210.01___LathiPlastr: Gyp Plaster _B2400 st apzs I73 T 7sassan 4884

o210 cwe VB Int Frame: S Studs 25200 each 780 186 __ 3.83 leach 956

. _ ..823230 _GwB Int Frame: Track — _ ... 336.00Inft o 1 194 2_?41-___ 4.43 finft L 1488

. 925310 GWB:Fasteners 1,00 each 427 67 19398 feach gy
E..,._,_._-._ _3_25_3_.30________(2!\{5 Board_s&Sheathlng o 1665 00 Sqft o 1_@47_ o 525 1_13 {sqft i LBJZ

. .....525400  GWB:Finish MudTape ©1,665.00 sqft 1043 53 orzsat T igeg
—o . ._931001  Ceramic Tile Sooooo ASST00saft 23458 15834 msmusaft 3per

1 351010 Ceiling: Susp. System .~ " 1329.00 sqit | 2235 B8 23jsgn g
: 9510.50 _ Ceiling: 2xd Tile _ o . -18398.00sqft 18225 28713 274 /sqrt . 44938

_ 986001 Flooring Resilient Tile __T1.773.00 sqft L. T276 1571 181 rsqft - . _ 14848
_9685. Dg_“ _Floaring Carpet ....2488.10 sqyd 15 523 51,801 27 28 lsqyd - ... _67324

—— —_ —————— PRSI

| . 9910.01___ Painting: Exterior .. 5B8.00 sqft .. 1267 T3om _2.65 /sqft Y

i 992001 Painting: Interior —.— 48100 soft 20837 7817 059 jeqnt . _28554

896005 Sound Absorbing Panels - 200000 saft 16508 24540 iiemsat at04s

e FINISHES I J111.630 139,280 ysgft 250991
10000.00  _  SPECIALTIES

1011001 Chaikboargs Tackboaras_ . 3is08 satt Coose aamsman T T i

.. _10160.01 Toilet Partition Metal .. 9.0 each 868 1981  316.48 feach . 2848

-10160.02_ Toilet Partition Phenotic ~ ' " 1s00'each 2617 20401 121147 feach " 23078

L 1041001 _Directory/Bulletin Boards 1.00each 386 1,250 163534 feach 1835
_10420.01__ Plaques e e .100 each =~ 306 2264 2 ,569.67 /each . 25TO
S 7Y Jeach 1485 2567 6 29 /each 4063

t__“_-__-_J,QFEE-EQ. __Fire Extinguishers . 12.00 each __1376 1871 270.59 feach 377

ol A0817.00  Partitions Operable . ' {go'each . 1888 30477 3214299 teach _ 32143
1080001 _Toilet Accessories 178,00 each ._A4T80 13028 1 } __18.808

__ SPECIALTIES S M4 112 st Teraze
ﬁzooo 00

__FURNISHINGS e
. 00 Casework =~ eeo... 16800 Inft 10991 31218 25124 /nft .. 42207
oo 1252001 Shades == e s 202,00 sqft 1,446 .283B  2.04 isqft e 284
S — FURNISHINGS
i 5500.00 _ _ HVAC SYSTEMS _ e
e 1585600 LouversfFilters c e A200sAft 870 1268 s329usqrt .28
lﬂ_ e ____ _HVACSYSTEMS 970 1,268 /sqft 2238

e w1237 34054 sqrt | apa9l

Estimate Totals
¥+ '"]
A Labor 542,797 9,699 979 trs
. Matenal 613,300
Equipment 20,815 1,390 241 hrs
J— LR Rt E 5 RS-
L Contingency Reno Study 176,531 15000 % T
Total 1,353,443
7
)
o ,
P
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_ : Takeoft Labor
raup - Phase Description Quantity Amount
ooy T oewWediion T T

27101

. 2075.00 _
2076.00

). 207830

207300
__Demo: Concrete

207700
207800
,_P..srn_o_iwﬁq_!‘/_a_'ﬂ_s,

Demo: General
Demo:; Asbestos Removal

Demo: Masonry
Demo: Steel B

1.590.00 cuyd

Demo Wood

28838 _

‘ Material

Amoun t Total Cost/Unit Tptal Amount

612

. 23.91 feuyd

: ) 38,019
572200 sqft 7822 138 /sqft — 7,922

o T%cwd T ozets | 7 Goorrdewd T 2565
. 283700cuft | 18419 188 8.87 fcuft 22,609
7000 each 43 6.23 feach 438

385500sqft 6231 T qearsqn 6,231

. 2.254.00 sqft

a“__zrggz - .

os2isqt T

______ 208001 _ Demo: Millwork _118B00 sait 5719 . 481/sqft 5719
L _ 208005 _ Demo: Rooflng e .. 39183sas 43457 . MM445isgs 44,856
_;_ ... 208401  Demo: Doors &Wm_ WS . ._ . . 4200each 12083 297 .81 Ieach I 12,508
208450 _ Demo:Mischems 113000 sgft 8314 ss3usqt " Te3qa
t . =088 8.01  _Demo: Finishes, Floors 2191500 sgft 10,298 _.,3,5:?,,-,j_.._.Q-.i?_/EF!!!,, e 10,644
_ 208821  Demo: Finishes, Walls . 1.154.00 sqft 4482 C 128 1sqit 1482
2088 ! 50 .. .Demoa: Finishes, Ceilings -.29,880.00 sqft 30337 ... 102 fsqft 30_?'_51?_
e ,,29_95_59 ~.Demo: Plumbing _.A200 sqft 4023 , 95.78 fsqft 4.023
-4 208870 Demo:Mechanical 12500sqft 826 560 /sqft
e DEMoOLITION =~ - 181,085 1,144 _ dsqoft
~13000.00 ——.._ . CONCRETE = e e
!_____ — 3131 .00 Forms Ramps e 36.00 Inft ._._.,_1..-!'.7,_._,,“ 48 .. 624 Nnft o 225
o ____31§§»DQ Forms ExpandlControl Jts . _9_0_.00 Inft _ 100 122ﬂ_ V_Z.is__llr!f! ___322
- k§1§‘!~9_°__.,_ Forms: Pits & Misc. B 234.00 sqft €.552 _..988 8222 isqft 7,538
322500 _ Rebar: WWM@RamP’M'SC 4.40 sqs 187 .56 5522/sqgs 243
L ___ 330350 Conc:Ramps - 1.50 cuyd 42 122 11807 jeuyd REsA
'ﬂz;pq ___Conc: 1Pits M|sc e . ._ 6.70 cuyd _.68 .. 501 _ B499 Jcuyd o _ 569
_3326.00 Conc Slurry Coat e _5722 00 sqft 1,826 5608 1.40/sqft 8,001
Lo __;4_3_75,99__. FlmshiProtec(&Cure e ... 440 sqs 1o 33 _ 2353 Isgs } _ 104
©l.. ... 338001  Finish: General - —.. %4000 sqft 544 l2dsatt 544
oo .. CONCRETE _,v9£§5,_ L1476 Isgft 17,623
4000.00 MASONRY__F__ T
N 4050.10 Misc: Scaffold -~ 312000 saft 2025 836 o AMsant _ 3449
B _._405015 Mlsc Material Handling B 7j00m e 143 03 /m o 1,001
.. 4105.00 Mortar AllTypes N _ _g.SDAguyd__ . 288 .l..888 219.86 Icuyd L 2,177
L 211001 _ Mortar: Grout Fill COnC e w430 cuyd 2049 1067 ,EQZE?__.’_CHYC!_,_ e iee.__8,290
bad 4156.00  Access: VYE‘!_E!ES_M“ -eem . N70500 sqft 3937 5250 539 saft 9,187
— . 4157.00 Relnforv:e Vertical Wall e 54200 Ibs__ _ 472 ... ds3 1.7 fbs _._. 835
il —_._4158.00 Bg'nvfo_fee.HQ!@PD_U_V\@J,_ _ 232mit 636 445 465.79 /mif I 1.081
|| 421500 Brick: Specials e S 209m 10138 2253 592964 /m 12,393
S 421820  Brick Chimney - V1op’o vit __aasr _,__z;g__ﬂ 189.53 vif o 1,895
_ ..422115 = Conc, Block: 8" - _2952.00 each = 17,715 5495 __ 786 feach I 23,210
_.422145 CO"C B'OC" 8" L'"'e' 234.00 each 2182 ..132_6:_'__..._,1_5.53,_!95‘:“‘_._',__ _ 3.634
422210 ___ Unit Masonﬂ Glazed Conc - 122.00 sqft 2,027 1,403 '_' 28.11 tsgft 3,429
e ..___ 442400 _ Stone Sfate _— . —. .351.00sqgft 1148 ge3 . BBlfsaft 2,041
epee—..-3425.00  Stone B'UES‘OHE e e 10900 sqft 1706 1,255 _.2TABfsgft 2981
L 452001 MasonryRestoration 292m 25998 847 11,198.06 /m .. ..326%
-l .. __ MASONRY 71,479 23897 ssqft 103,080
5000. 00 e .. .. __METALS o . o ) ——
: ;_._h 551“ 05 Misc: L"“E'S e ..1.025.00 tbs ... 893 se8 14? ’_'P_s_ et e 1858
A ,..__,..5:‘*_1._9-3..5 . Misc: Bolt On Ma‘eﬂa' R A115.00 Jbs 2228 1385 331 Mbs 3892
o 551081 _Misc: Ladders e _Areowe o a0 430 az 32 IF 908
,,,__H__,_v__sgp.sq___ _Sta:rParts i e eooft 9629 12,58 12, 595 376023/t 32861
f_,_____.,__5,51§-9,9., - 513"5 Grating 504.00 sqft 1096 .5 ?4?_..,,‘ 12,85 fsgft . 83713
_______ _ METALS 14307 20221 sqnt | 3499
o 00 WOOD& PLAST.IQ_ASA e o L
| . .. 801500 Fasteners: Frame Anchors 1.00 each 214 27429 feach 274
’ 611320 Blocking: Misc. 1.75 mbf 6017 | 2486 485893 /mbf ... 8503
B ... 8113.40  Blocking: Rough Bucks ~ 3.03 mbf 6463 4,163 3,506.93 /mbf 10,626
. . 6250.00 Prehmshed Wood Pane_ll_ng_ 3 204.00 sqft 892 _ 1,099 10.21 /sqgft . _.=083
6410.00 § Trim: Cabinets i 242,00 inft 16,828 12954 12348 /int 28 R8?
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Takeoft Labor Materlal : '
- ; tal Cost/Unit To
3roup Phase Descrlpﬁon uanti ount ou Tota tal Amqunt

e 541300 1Trm: Dr&Wmdo_vLMa_tLl:_ . 13%000 inft T 3_ S_S?L:ﬁ_-'—é 737 7724ntt T _ 0735
- .. WOOD&PLASTICS . . .34397 27,706 . Isqft e .. 62,103
ZOQO_C_J_O_W_ o THERMAL & MO‘STURE PROT e o e e

—-——__ 722230 ___Insulation: Roof 1st Lay e ___2%24sgs a3, 765 32700 156.85 /sqs . _ 46466

e .._122220_ Insulation Roof2ndLay 4444595 " 2548 3141 12801/5as " sges
. 727000 Firestopping -eoeo o3RG ase 213 0 qmanen T g
- 131000 Shingles:Asphalt 7T 7 gigg gqe 12357 6266 22150/sqs  qggog
e 7312210 _Shingles: Feit e 81.86 sgs 1078 618 _2072/sqs ——_.. 898
783100 Membrane:EPDM " 23524sqs 48713 40726 31087/sgs T 92003
M_ZS_Z_CHJJA i Sheetmetal Flashmg e e 882 00 lnﬂv ,3-:’,95 1,1_1'2 B 5_:4.6___{[gf! ) 7 o 5.,8‘1_7_7

. 16].30_.1@_ Sheefmetal Guttr DwnSp! L 400 DD lnﬂ e _21065“. ) _2_,453 11:2$_I|r_\_ft L o _i,_S‘la_

;f_'w_’i__]s_z_g:}g‘ _ _Sheetmetal: Fascia . __..13s800 It 23901 25164 363t 49,065

.. .7630.05  Sheetmetal: Exp Joints e 11800 1357 2218 | sooment 3575

e A7_63_g:10_ ) Sheetmetal VenlsIAccsry e 37 ,822.00 each _ ..18816 ._.35,447 .. 144 Ieach i ... 547283
- 7B10.00  Plastic Skylights e ... 83,00 each 10,498 AF.‘E‘_‘A“‘?_!?EE'I_._. . AO899

_ ____T910.01 Sealant -t Flller Gaskt _ . 5697.00 Inft 21267 N 2 303 . 518 1ot e ,,_2_2-_,57.9_
‘ THERMAL & MOISTURE PRO - 164,429 J,@é’;ﬁ!_m_.u_._ Isqft 351,454

. 8000.00 __..___ _DOORS & WINDOWS S e
Lﬁ___._._,_ﬂ,’,!.(!-_.@’__ ..Doors: Stee! with Frames ... 4400each 23598 32815  1,28212 /each . .58413

| . __B21001 _ Doors: Wood coo o St00each 4298 12861 3364sieach 17459

. 833001 Doors:Coiling e M00each 981 1587 T s835seach | oser

__‘_1___ Window: Alumlnum . 4624.00 sqgft 38453 179,781 ....47.20 /sqft o 218 240

8710 01 _ _Hardware: Fcnlshjng 4 e ... 0500 set 10,317 50517 _.579.37 | Iserv ) .. 60,834

__B§11_Qp _Glass: All Types -__.._%91.00 sqft - 5811 ..5.947 38.72 isqft o...n 558

oo DOORS&WINDOWS .B3.265 283507 sqft 386772
0.00 e FINISHES

b oo 821001 LathPiast: GypPlaster . 1476 C0sat 7482 1244 eozssan 8,897,
. 925310 GWB:Fasteners oo 100e3ch 392 146 s37ssUeach | sy
,__._7________”2_275_3_._3_0___ GWB Boards&Sheakhmg e 2075 00 sqft _ 1.250 B 663 0.92 /sqft L R - |
925400 GWB: Finish MudiTape e 2RO salt_ 280 1er C emimsar  qag

926000 Blueboard T T T Ugide saft . 857 25 " osefsan_ | 809

- 951090 Ceiling: Susp. System - 2915.00saft 4303 1838 231 ysqn | 8741
i {omen 951070 Ceiling: 12x12 Tile .. 29,040.00 sqft 25860 92725 4,08 /sqnt 118,585

’ali.___________sgglq; \__ Flaoring Resilient Tite ... 616900 sgt  g502 (8380 209/sqtt  Tpy 2,863
e e .. 2,185.80 sqyd ,_131_4?._., . 45876 27.28 Isqyd — e _5.?._53.4

831001 CeramicTiie wmo o 3THB00sQt 20931 13833 szmssqn | 3ives

968500  Flooring Carpet - g
———-. 291001 Painting Exterior " """ ‘2300 sqft 482 1012 208 Isan " 5554

_9920.01____Painting; Interior _ —eoo 8084800 salt 20563 8225 osassan | m7e

st

—oe .. FINISHES TR 108,010 172,364 _ isqft 280,534
__,10000 ).00 o SPECIALTIES ——

Lo 1011001 Chalkboards/Tackboards _ —_. 408800 sqft 12367 7482 486 isqft T i3gm
d . 1o1s0.01 Toilet  Partition Metal e B8.00 each _ T 1,761 316.48 leach N . 2,532

- . 1016002 ToiletPartition Phenotic AT00each 3718 27383 115192 feach | 31102
[ G--m——- 1041001  DirectoryBulietin Boards 1.00 each . 386 1,250 163534 feach . 1838
e f042001 Plagues 100 each . 308 2264 256966 /each 2570
L ......10430.01  Ssigns e 63.00 each 981 142 ._.3821 ’ea@h._ '
e do523.00 _Fire Extmgu:shers . . . 1.00 each 802 1092 _Z_TO_SS__Iea(_:h _V ... 1884
.. 1053500  Canopies — e BZT00sQt 4582 11405 25 isqnt 18837
g 10615.00  Partitions. Demountable_ — em.... 4700each 2949 | 13656 11296 teach 16,605
e _10617.00__ Partitions Operable —ee . 100e3ch 317 43348 5246501 jeacn | 52,465

R SR 10800.01 Tollet Accessories o 147.00 each 3792 14, 173 _101.80 Ieach -___ o ' 14,9684

, _ _ SPECIALTIES B 33772 128239 sgne 162,861
~n0.00° _ EQUIPMENT ,

_ 11060.01  Equip: Stage - 100 each 8832 8045 1687652 jeach 16877

1113200 Equip; Projection Screens 540.00 sqft 1410 3979 998 /sqft 5389

Ll _ 1149007 Equip:Gym A0 isum - 5188 1879 1720732 flsum 47,207

200000 EQU'PMENT T e 15429 24003 Isgft 39472
200000 FURNISHINGS
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- ' Takeoft Labor Material o
3 . i : tUnit T
roup | Phase Description Quantity Amount  Amount _Total Cost/Un otal Amount
T e SCasework U T T Geago | vinars | qiseat 2e7 77 lin T Thn 248
e 12520.01 Shades 4,624.00 sqft VB8 6242 20dysaft 9,423
12690.01 _ Floor Mats e 60D0sqft 385 1,550 3225 /sgft 1935
e FURN!SHlNGS e 120,984 121,724 isqft 242,707
14000 OD o CONVEY_ING SYSTEMS e R
_14405.00  Lifts ceew .. . A00each 2137 13,523 15,773.83 feach 15774
I __CONVEYING §.Y§TEMS o 2,137 13,523 Isqft 15774
15500 00 HVAC SY§IE__M_S e e e e
e 15555 00 _LouversfFilters 12500 sqft__ 2888 3774 .53.28/sqt _ 6662
e ... HVACSYSTEMS ) 2,888 3774 _Isqft . _ 6662
Estimate Totals
Labor 841,726 14783 734 hrs
Maternial  1,010.040
Equipment 29,239 1.664 438 hrs
Conlingency Reno Study 282,116 15 000 % T
Total 2,163,120
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‘The Stow School Building Committee
2002-2005

A Summary of Work, Findings, and

Recommendations

Respectfully Submitted by:

Chris Way (Chair)
Edmund Green (Vice Chair)
Gregor Trinkaus-Randall
Gary Bernklow
Sara Kilkenny

Brian Burke —
Anne Draudt
Greg Jones : —
Carole Makary o
Steve Dungan (ex-officio)
Greg Irvine (ex-officio)
Bill Spratt (ex-officio)
Michael Wood (ex-officio)



Presented to the Board of Selectmen:
Nowvember 8, 2005



Quick Summary:
“Jto date

The SBC has found that the current elementary schools in Stow are overcrowded,
too small for current educational requirements, and in poor condition. This
document summarizes three and half years of work by the SBC evaluating a
wide range of options to solve the current problems with Pompo and Center.
This work has included an exhaustive review of options which included reuse of
the existing schools, reuse of the existing sites with new schools, and new schools
on a new site. The SBC has also been looking for a possible school sites for since
Jan. 2003.

In addition to this work the SBC has been involved in trying to address some of
the most immediate issues with the schools through the health and safety
renovations completed in 2004, the removal of the risers in the amphitheatres in
Pompo, and the purchase of modular classrooms for Pompo.

. 2ndations: A new PreK-5 schoo!l on a new site - Minuteman

On November 1, 2005 the SBC voted unanimously to recommend the
construction of a new PreK-5 school on a new site. They also unanimously voted
to recommend the Board of Selectmen exercise the Town's right of first refusal on
the Minuteman property for a mixed use development that would include a site
for the new school.



Introduction:
westion of Gur Schools - is there a problem?

The children and teachers of Stow deserve better than they have. Neither of our
current elementary school buildings incorporates all of the program stanc standards
outlined by the state Department of Education. Educational space averages about

2/3 /3 of the state's standard. The schools do not have sufficient designated art and

" music rooms, cafeterias, gymnasiums, or library/media centers. Nor do they have
adequately-sized computer and science labs, health and guidance suites, or .
administrative space. The separation of the schools in the current configuration .., , s
requires that our schools function without a principal in attendance half the time. . 754 B
Specialists - including music teachers, art teachers, etc. - are required to travel =77 0T
between the schools to serve all our elementary students. -«

P PRI

s

The schools are also in poor condition, from stained ragged carpets and damaged
ceilings to outdated building systems. Furnishings and equipment are outmoded
or inadequate in most facilities, with some components in functional disrepair.
Stow actually ended up with much of the furniture discarded by other district
schools. The open classroom portion of Pompo makes it very difficult for some
children to learn. They can hear several classes being conducted at once and
have a huge amount of aural and visual distractions. While the teachers and staff
are making amazing use of the space they have- the stress of working in

substandard conditions shows in terms of distracted chlldren, higher teacher Gae o s
‘__,__-—--—-‘—H"—‘r
tumover and less effective education. Vil AN GGl i
m P A T S Sy /"u‘ Lo

-7 In addition both sites pose multiple challenges. The parking at both schools is
" inadequate and often completely overcrowded. The playfields at Pompo are
.. .. unusable for much of the year due to wetness- so the children are confined to the

i / _'small asphalt play space which has now become the parking space for the

modular classrooms. The sites are too small to support any major additions- just
_ the modular classroom units that are planned for the next few years will take up
+ . most of the available room on the sites and further reduce available play space
“for the children.

See appendix A for more information about the existing schools



The SBC and Stow:
8] Building Commiiiee - What is it?

In May 2002 the annual Town Meeting appropriated $125,000 for a school
feasibility study for the purpose of “...conducting a building needs analysis and
feasibility study, preparing a long range school plan and educational
specification, and for developing the conceptual design drawings and project
cost estimates for the remodeling, reconstruction, expansion or making of
extraordinary repairs to the Center and Pompositticut schools, and for costs
incidental and related thereto...”

The SBC was formed with five voting member appointed jointly by the
Selectmen and the School Committee with associate members appointed by the
SBC. The SBC includes at least one member from the Board of Selectmen and
one from the School Committee. In addition the superintendent of schools, the
elementary school principal, and the facilities manager for NSRD are all ex-
officio members.

s P%,&- — Ses LY Y LN Y Ve .
The, ung Cominitiee 2502-2005 — A summary

. The SBC commissioned the architectural firm Design Partnership of
Cambridge (DPC) to do a feasibility study which included evaluation of the
existing school buildings and sites which concluded that the buildings were
in poor to fair condition, in need of repair, and undersized for today’s
educational requirements. (See appendix B for a summary of findings -A copy of
the full report is available in the town clerks office for people to review in the Town
Building and Randall Library)

. In its efforts to provide information to the community and receive citizens'
input, the SBC has held many public forums; met with all the boards in Town
(many more than once) published regular articles and letters in the local
newspapers, and held biweekly committee meetings for the last 3 ¥ years.

. The SBC has also commissioned two demographic studies to help
quantify future enrollment growth. (See appendix C for more information on
enrollment)

. The SBC and school district have worked together to create and refine a
set of educational guidelines for what sorts of spaces are required to



accommodate our current educational practices. (See appendix D for the
educational specs)

. The SBC proposed and managed a series of health and safety renovations
at Pompo and Center to address the most pressing concerns at the schools
and ensure the health of the Town’s children while a long term solution was
evaluated. This work was substantially completed in August 2004 on time
and approximately $210,000 under budget. (See appendix E for details of what
was done as part of this project)

. The SBC evaluated short term solutions to space problems at the schools
and supported articles to remove the concrete risers from the amphitheatres
at Pompo to create additional classroom space and the purchase of two
modular classrooms for Pompo.

. The SBC has commissioned and reviewed nineteen different plans for
possible elementary school solutions ranging from minimal renovation and
reuse of the existing buildings, to new building on each site, to a new PreK-5
on a new site. Each of these has been evaluated based on the cost estimates,
the quality of the educational environment provided, the way the project
would meet community needs, and the overall feasibility of the project. (See
appendix F for a summary of options reviewed to date)

. The SBC has reviewed all available land in town and has commissioned
the evaluation of 9 parcels of land and identified two sites which would be
appropriate for a school project- one of which is now available to the town to
purchase. (See appendix G for a list of all land sites investigated to date.)

It has been difficult to reach a town wide consensus on the best possible solution
for the elementary schools. Although the SBC has resolved on three separate
occasions (2002, 2004, and 2005) that the best solution is to build a new school on
a new site - they have been consistently challenged to defend that conclusion and
tasked to go back and look at more options.

Community Input — What does the town wani?

The community input that the SBC received has been completely varied- and
most often reflect one of two opposing points of view. From town boards and
some citizens groups we have heard that the existing school sites must be
maintained, that the schools only need a fix up, that the Town will not support a
tax increase to support new facilities. From the public forums, from the studies
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by DPC, and from interviews with teachers and administrators we hear that the
schools are truly at their maximum capacity, they are physically in poor

condition, that they do not provide an environment conducive to good Al sy
education, that the sites are limited by wetlands, and that they can’t understand

why a project isn’t underway already.

Because of the divided nature of the community feedback there is no real
possibility of SBC coming up with a plan that will have full support of the Town
as a whole. The best the SBC can do is listen to all opinions, look at all the facts,
and in the end come to a conclusion that is responsible both educationally and
fiscally and that will offer the best long term solution for the elementary schools
in Stow.

A Timeline of SBC work to date:

2001

First Steps - Ideniifying the probiem

In 2001, Town Meeting approved the creation of a School Building Study
Committee to study future building needs for the Kindergarten through fifth
grade population of Stow. This committee recommended a full feasibility study
and the creation of the SBC.

2002

Feasibility Study — Objective: find out what is wrong and how o fix ii

The SBC was created at annual town meeting 2002. It moved quickly to select
and commission the architecture firm DPC to conduct a feasibility study. The
goal of the study was to determine the current state of the schools and explore all
the options available using the existing Pompo and Center school sites. Based on
information gathered from the superintendent, principal, and staff, and in
compliance with SBA regulations for reimbursement, DPC presented several
conceptual building options to the committee including: renovation/addition to
both Pompo (pre-K to 2) and Center (3 to 5): new Pompo (pre-K to 2)
renovation/addition to Center (3 to 5); renovation/addition to Pompo (pre-K to 1)
and Center (2 to 5); new 2 story pre-K to 5 school on the Center School site; new
single story pre-K to 5 school on the Center School site; and a new 3 story school



on the Center School site. Estimated project costs for the above options ranged
from approximately $21.5 to $29 million.

The committee narrowed these options to two: addition/renovation to both
Pompositticut (pre-K to 1) and Center Schools (grades 2 to 5), or a new, two story
building, pre-K to 5, on the Center School site. The cost of the first option
involving both schools, with a total of 108,000 sq ft was estimated to be $23.3
million, with a cost to the town of $12 million after SBA reimbursement. The cost
of the new pre-K to 5 school, at 105,000 square feet, was estimated to be $21.5
million, with a cost to the town of $10.8 million after SBA reimbursement. The
estimated costs to the town were predicated on the project being accepted by the
SBA in FY 03.

The committee also obtained estimates of costs to repair and upgrade to current
code Pompositticut and Center Schools without any expansion. These costs were
estimated at $4.8 million for Pompo and $4.9 million for Center, for a total of $9.7
million. This would have provided no new space, and 100% of the cost would be
borne by the town. This did not include the costs for portable classrooms that
would be needed to accommodate the return of PreK and enrollment growth.

Results of the Feasibility Study - A new PreK-5 at Cenier {or a new siie?)

In late 2002 the SBC decided to recommend a PreK-5 on the Center Site- however
as the plan developed it became clear that while it might be possible to just fit a
PreK-5 at Center, there would be no room for expansion. After discussion with
other town boards the Committee decided that providing room for expansion to
accommodate the student population at build-out was critical, so the committee
decided to ask the town to consider a new school on a new site.

2003

Change in direciion - The search for land added to the agenda

At town meeting in Jan 2003 the SBC brought an article before the town
requesting $60,000 “for the purpose of preparing engineering plans and reports,
conducting site analyses and studies, obtaining project cost estimates, developing
design plans and specifications, and incurring any other costs incidental and
relative thereto for and including but not limited to, the current Center School
and Pompositticut School sites, for the purpose of considering school building
and construction needs in order to determine the school building requirements to
house all eligible students grades pre-K through grade 5” The Selectmen



proposed an amendment to the motion “...the current Center School and
Pompositticut School sites, provided that the School Building Committee shall further
evaluate the feasibility of renovating and/or adding to Center and/or Pompositticut
schools,.....” The motion passed.

In June 2003, the SBC voted unanimously to recommend that the Board of
Selectmen pursue acquisition of the Habitech parcel. Unfortunately, the
developer did not allow the SBC to have its consultant walk this property and
the Selectmen were unable to establish negotiations with the owner.

SBA Moraiorium — A whole new ballgame

In July 2003 the SBA placed a moratorium on the school building assistance
program due to a backlog of over 400 projects on the priority waiting list which
totaled over 4 billion dollars. This significantly changed the economic
implications of a school project for Stow and caused the SBC to review the
situation. While their task remained a long term solution for the schools it
became apparent that there would be a need for some interim solutions.
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Short Term Solutions- Healih and Salely repairs at exXisting schools

The SBC decided to propose a short-term project to address critical health and
safety issues at Pompo and Center. The Committee hired a professional
engineering firm to evaluate both facilities and the recommendations from that
review led to an infrastructure improvement project budgeted at approximately
$595,000. Voters approved an article for this amount at the Annual Town
Meeting in May 2003. During the rest of the year the SBC worked to define the
scope for the project and awarded a contract to DPC to develop plans for the
health and safety work to be done in the summer of 2004.

Town Governmenti Feedback- Back to the drawing board

The SBC received input from members of Planning Board, Capital Planning, and
Selectmen in the latter half of 2003. The Selectmen Chairperson summarized five '
options that the board wished the SBC to consider:

Perform basic repairs to both buildings.
Renovate and add to both buildings.
Build a new school on an existing site.
Build a new school on a new site.
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5. Option 1 or 2 above plus purchase land for future school use.

The SBC reviewed the Selectmen’s feedback and commissioned the architect
DPC to develop conceptual plans and cost estimates for the following options:

Short Term: Temporary Solutions
. 1-A  Add Modular Classrooms

. 1-B Build Add-on Classrooms

Long Term: Using Pompo and Center Schools

J 2-A  Minimal Add/Reno (without using SBAB standards)
. 2-B Complete Add/Reno to SBAB standards

Long Term: New Site / Partial or Total New Construction
. 3-A  Build New Pre-K to 2 on New Site & Add/Reno Center
» 3-B  Build New Pre-K to 5 on New Site

2004

Conclusion of the Second Round of Studies: A new PreK-5 on a new site

After receiving the final conceptual plans and cost estimates for all of these
options (see appendix F for more information results) the SBC reached the
following conclusions:

Add/Reno at Pompo (with or without SBAB) is not a cost effective or
wise alternative because the site and building are too flawed.
. Expansion of either building by more than 10% would force
compliance with current building codes and accessibility standards adding

significant expense.

. Renovation of existing buildings is a more expensive option than new
construction.
. A new Pre-K to 5 (or at a minimum Pre-K to 2) should be built on a

new site as soon as possible.
The SBC presented these options and the following recommendations to the
Selectmen in March of 2004.

. This Committee was charged to develop a long-term solution for the Stow

Elementary Schools. We recommend building a new school on a new site as
soon as possible since this is the best and most cost effective long-term
solution.



*  We recommend the use of modular classrooms as a temporary measure to
accommodate overcrowding until the new school is done.

+ Since possible school sites in Stow are very limited (less than 10) and
disappearing fast, we recommend that the town act quickly to identify and
purchase land for a new school.

2004 Annual Town Meeiing — The town is given some choices

The Selectmen did not agree with the findings of the SBC and subsequently
decided to sponsor an alternate warrant article for renovations and additions at
Pompo and Center. The SBC decided to take their recommendations to Town
meeting and held a series of public forums to help educate the voters on the
issues. They sponsored several warrant articles relating to short and long term
school needs. These were grouped together on a single night of town meeting
along with the Selectmen’s school renovation article and two proposals for the
purchase of the O’Grady property.

¢ Article 29 requested $230,000 for the purchase of a 2 classroom modular
unit to accommodate short term space needs at Pompo. This passed by
more than 2/3 and was passed by the vote at the May 25 election.

» Article 30 requested a transfer of $35,000 of available SBC funds to pursue
planning for a new school on a new site. This was approved.

¢ Article 31 requested $7.5 Million for improvements and construction at
existing schools. This did not receive the 2/3 majority needed to pass.

» Article 32 requested $800,000 for partial acquisition of the O’'Grady
property. This was defeated.

e Article 33 was a citizen’s petition recommending purchase of the full
O’Grady property. This was defeated.

¢ Article 34 requested a transfer of $35,000 of available SBC funds to pursue
land acquisition for a new school. This was approved

e Article 35 requested $100,000 for the removal of the risers of the
amphitheatres at Pompo and conversion into classrooms. This was
approved.

The SBC took away a mixed message from the town meeting. While all the SBC
sponsored articles passed, which implied support for the new school/new site ¢
concept, there had been some enthusiastic champions for the idea of reusing "
Center school and keeping “the campus concept” alive. Although the
Selectmen’s 7.5 million dollar proposal was defeated there was a feeling that a lot
of people had come away confused about what the town’s priorities should be
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and what the actual cost of additions and renovations would be. The SBC Y
decided to focus first on an outreach project, meeting with all the town board.? Set oot
and holding public forums to try to determine what the true feelings were in i Loy
town. The SBC also decided to actively pursue a search for land for anew | PR R {
school. ; ‘

Community Outreach — An exercise in listening

At the start of the summer of 2004 the SBC began meeting with various boards
and committees to learn what people thoughts were about the SBC’s progress to
date. Members of the SBC met with the Capital Planning Committee, the Finance
Committee, the Planning Board, the Board of Selectmen, School Committee
representatives, and the Concerned Citizens of Stow. The SBC also met with
some of the sponsors of Article 31 to try to understand their concerns. The SBC
also held a public forum to hear the questions and concerns of parents and voters
in general. Several conflicting themes emerged from these outreach sessions:

J Concern that because of the physical limitations of the schools students
are not getting the education tﬂ@gﬂu}_@g not getting a full share of time 4 (<4~ 5
on the playground, not getting programs they would have otherwise, etc.

- Concern about the potential cost of a school building project and its

impact on Stow’s tax rate (especially for seniors and low income families)

. Interest in reducing the impact of additional taxes on those least able to
afford it
° Concern that the project was not done yet- frustration that Stow's students

are being educated in an environment that is significantly substandard

compared to other towns in our district. T

- A feeling that we should try to renovate one or both of the existing schools

rather than “throwing them away” and buying land to build a new school.

. A concern that the disruption of a renovation project (where would the | 4 ¢~
students go during construction?) would be major and should be taken e
seriously.

. Full support for a new school or renovated school as long as it
accommodates the districts educational objectives

. Disagreement about the number of additional classrooms we willneed ;. .,
over the next decade and beyond. Concern that the SBC’s enrollment g o Yowr

projections are much too high compared to Stow’s growth over the last 10-20
years



° Concern that the enrollment numbers might be too low given that we are
talking about a building that would open around 2010 and our maximum -
enrollment projections are based on 2013

. Attitudes toward Pompositticut school are generally negative, primarily
because of the disruptive environment and lack of traditional classrooms.
Many people seem to think that a fire station is a good use for the building

Siie Search - Land, iand, everywhere, bui....

The SBC began a serious search for land in 2004 after receiving funds at town
meeting to perform evaluations. Driving through Stow most people can't
imagine that there would be any difficulty finding open land in Stow- but in fact
the possible sites are very few and disappearing fast. The SBC first looked at the
map of the town and identified any parcel that appeared large enough to
accommodate a new school. A few of these were eliminated at the outset
because they ranked very high on the Open Space Committee’s ranking list of
areas that should be conserved to preserve the rural character of the town
(mostly orchards and farms). The SBC wrote letters to all the remaining
landowners and followed up with phone calls. While there were a couple
landowners initially willing to talk to us, Massachusetts General Laws mandate
that the town has to put out a public request for proposal (RFP) for land
purchases where landowners would have to come forward and offer their land
for purchase, so the SBC could not negotiate without the landowner responding
to an RFP.

During 2004 there were several options that appeared available and were
evaluated. The O’Grady property came out of chapter 61- and while it would
have made a very good site for a new school the town chose not to purchase the
land. The Quirk property was evaluated and found unsuitable for a new school
site. The Kane property was evaluated and found to be a suitable site for a new
school- though it would be expensive to develop due to wetlands crossings. The
SBC also commissioned an appraisal of the property to establish a fair market
value for the property which came back at $3 million. The Pompo site was re-
evaluated and found to be too small for a PreK-1. The Center school site was
also evaluated in great detail as follows. (See appendix D for a full list of sites
evaluated)

A Stow School in Bolton? The Future Electronics Site



The SBC was asked to evaluate the Future Electronics site as part of a joint use
venture with the town of Bolton. The site is on the border of Stow and Bolton (on
the Bolton side) and is comprised of a series of office and warehouse buildings
with approx. 300,000 sq. ft of space sited on approximately 72 acres. While there
were some immediate concerns about the site - including the location in Bolton,
the existence of a cell tower on the property quite close to the buildings, and the
proximity of an actively monitored superfund hazardous waste site adjacent to
the existing playing field, the SBC felt that the potential cost saving required a
close look at the property. They commissioned DPC to prepare a school plan
using the existing buildings. DPC came back with a plan which used some of the
existing office space and some warehouse space. This left approximately 200,000
feet of the building unused. The interior space seemed to work fine, but on the
site plan the parking, traffic, and playfields for the school used up the entire
useable site area, leaving no room for parking (or additional playfields) for
whoever would use the rest of the building. The cost estimates for the project
also came in higher than for a new school on a new site in Stow. These was also
concern about the appropriateness of an elementary school sharing a site with a
warehouse use that would have tractor trailers arriving and departing in close
proximity to the play spaces. For all the reasons above the SBC concluded that
Future Electronics was not a suitable site for a Stow elementary school.

Add/Reng at Center School for a PreK-5 — One more logk

In response to the strong feelings expressed about the Center site and the campus
concept at the 2004 town meeting, along with the strong opinions expressed in
the following outreach that this option had not been fully explored, the SBC
decided to revisit the idea of an addition/renovation project to provide a PreK-5
at the Center site. The SBC commissioned DPC to prepare a conceptual plan for
an expanded, renovated school at the Center site that would be large enough to
accommodate grades PreK -5 and which would maximize reuse of the existing
building and add a second floor to the structure. (See Appendix H for the full
instructions for this work).

In addition the SBC reviewed and walked all the possible parcels that are
accessible from Center and had all the wetlands flagged by the Stow
Conservation Commission and found that while there are some uplands that
could be used for playing fields the total useable land area added to the current
site would only be 1/4 to 1/2 acre. DPC did identify a small area of wetland
which could be filled and replicated (the law allows up to 5000 sq ft) which
would allow access over to Hartley Road.



During the course of the study DPC produced two plans ~ one larger one based
on a preliminary educational needs assessment from the School District, and
another severely scaled down at the request of the School Building Committee.
In reviewing the second, smaller option the committee noted the following
concerns

. There was inadequate parking and no room to develop a traffic pattern
that did not require the students to cross traffic to get to the play space

. Play space was reduced from the existing Center school- while the school
population was more than doubled

J The building would be very large and potentially overwhelming on the
site- there was discussion about whether this was appropriate for Stow-
especially in the Center of town.

. There is no way to keep the grade K-2 separate from grades 3-5 — which
had been the plan in the original PreK-5

o The re-use of Center resulted in an inefficient floor plan with a @@ A

narrow school resulting in long walks to the gym/cafeteria with various \
grades mixed together P,
o The smaller version did not provide adequate space for the enrollment -

projections and district space requirements. There was concern that this
school would be at maximum capacity as soon as it was built.

. The site would be significantly undersized for the school building and
there would be no room for expansion beyond the 10 year projections.

. The school would have to be vacated during construction. There was % A% A
concern that this would be very disruptive and would require the L leu e
construction of an entire temporary school out of modular units on the site or)
at another location.

2005

Conclusions from the Cenier School Siudy - The site is too small for a PreK-5

After reviewing all these factors the School Building Committee decided
unanimously that there is insufficient space at the Center site for a preK-5 school.
The SBC then began the process of reviewing the other options available to the
commitftee. These include:

o An add/reno for grades 3-5 at the Center site with a new PreK- 2 on a new
site
o A new preK-5 on a new site



One school or iwo- A debate with many angles

The SBC asked DPC to develop conceptual plans and cost estimates for the one
and two school options on the Kane property. This property was used because it
was the only one we were aware of then that seemed to be suitable and
potentially available. The add/reno for grades 3-5 at the Center site with a new
PreK- 2 on the Kane property came back with a cost of approximately $40
million. The new PreK-5 on the Kane property came in at $30 million. Based on
these numbers the SBC decided in favor of a PreK-5 on a new site.

In the fall of 2005 a review of some of the space assumptions used in DPC’s two
school option has led the SBC to determine that the overall size of the schools in
the two school option was larger than required and therefore the price difference
might not be as great at initially estimated. The SBC formed a subcommittee
which evaluated the information and concluded that the price difference was
more likely to be in the range of $2-3 million. The SBC debated the pros and cons
of both options, and despite the appeal of a central location and smaller schools,
the committee felt that the higher cost, the significant disruption to students, and
the complexity/cost of managing two schools (and two building projects) all
made the PreK-5 a better option for Stow. (See appendix I for a full list of the pros
and cons)

The SB(C’s recommendation: A new PreK-5 on a new site... but where?

As of April 2005 the SBC resolved once again that the best long term solution for
Stow’s elementary schools is to build a new PreK-5 on a new site. Since then
they have been actively looking for land parcels that would be appropriate for a
school site. As mentioned before, the SBC had made contact with a few
landowners initially willing to talk to the SBC but Massachusetts General Laws
mandate that the town has to put out a public request for proposal for land
purchases where landowners have to come forward and offer their land for ‘
purchase. The SBC conducted an initial RFP in June 2005 looking for parcels of
20 acres or more. It yielded no results.

Several boards and citizens have repeatedly questioned why the town can’t just
fill the wetlands at Center. The SBC first addressed this with the local
Conservation Commission in Stow and was told that there was little to no chance
of getting approval for any filling beyond the 5000 sq. ft. already proposed in the



Center plan. After several further questions the SBC commissioned a further site
evaluation by site and civil engineers who contacted several authorities on
wetlands use- who all confirmed this opinion. While there are urban myths
about some places being allowed to do fill wetlands- the only one the
committee’s experts could actually confirm was for the widening of route 3. The
consultant noted that you have to demonstrate a compelling need why you need
to use a specific site to be allowed to fill wetlands. While there is compelling
reason why you cannot expand a highway anywhere but adjacent to the
highway, there are in fact alternate sites for an elementary school in Stow. Based
on all of these evaluations the SBC has concluded that filling the wetlands behind
Center is not a viable option.

Many people have asked if the SBC has considered using some of the
conservation land that Stow already owns. The SBC met with the Chairman of
the Open Space Committee and others with expertise in this area and learned
that taking land out of conservation is a serious legal and ethical matter. The
main concern is the breach of faith with the landowner who sold the property at
a reduced rate in the expectation that his/her property would remain under a
conservation restriction in perpetuity. The SBC decided at that point not to
pursue acquisition of conservation land. In the fall of 2005 however there was a
renewed discussion of the Babriki parcel which was bought from the family’s
estate rather than donated to the town. The SBC reviewed this option and
consulted with several boards and conservation groups in town. Because of the
self help funds used in the purchase, removing this land from conservation
would require the approval by various town commissions as well as the State
Legislature. While this might be possible, two concerns came up in the
discussion of this: one is that it is likely to be a lengthy process and second was
that taking land out of conservation could result in the State not granting self
help funds in the future. The SBC decided again that they do not want to pursue
the use of land currently in conservation when there are good sites available to
the town for purchase.

During the second half of 2005 the Cushing property (a chapter 61 property
which the town has first refusal on) and the Corzine property came to the SBC’s
attention and were evaluated. The properties were evaluated both as separate
parcels and for a joint use and were found in all scenarios to be too steep and
inaccessible for a school site. The consultant noted that even if a school could be
fit onto Corzine the cost of development would cost millions more than the Kane
or Minuteman. The SBC issued a second REP for a school site in October of 2005.
As part of the RFP process the SBC also sent letters to all landowners of parcels



with sufficient acreage who had not been contacted before (these were properties
at the top of the Open Space commissions ranking- farmlands and orchards).
The owner of the Corzine property did answer the RFP asking $2.9 million for
the 22.3 acre property. However, due to the reasons stated above the SBC
decided not to pursue the property.

As of Oct 2005 the Minuteman property was offered to the Town as it is coming
out of Chapter 61. The SBC has evaluated this property and found it to be a good
potential site for a PreK-5 school. There is a large flat meadow, good road
frontage, and access off of an appropriately sized town road. The consultant
who has been evaluating properties for the SBC ranks Minuteman second only to
O’Grady of the properties that have been looked at. Since O’Grady is no longer
available this makes Minuteman the best site currently available to the town.

The price for the property is $4 million, but with a mixed use development there
is a good chance that the actual price for the school site could end up much
lower. Since the town has the right of first refusal on it the town would not have
to go through the RFP process. To purchase the property the selectmen would
need to vote to exercise the right of first refusal then the purchase would need to
be approved at a special town meeting and passed at the polls. The SBC has
voted unanimously to recommend the Board of Selectmen exercise the Town's
right of first refusal on the Minuteman property for a mixed use development
that would include a site for the new school.

The Future of the Exisiing Schoois- What will happen to Fompo and Center

If Stow does build a new PreK-5, Pompo and Center will close once the new
elementary school are open. When the School Committee determines that a
school building is no longer necessary for the education of students, the building
is turned back to the Town. The Selectmen will have the final say on its reuse.

We would recommend the formation of a citizens committee to study all the
possible re-utilization options for the closed schools, consistent with the needs of
the community and the preferences of citizens. The Pompo site has a deed
restriction that requires a municipal use. Some people have suggested that it
would make a good fire station, senior Center, or community center. The SBC
has discussed renting out Center as a temporary measure to preserve it for future
use as a 5-6 school. The closing of these schools is not anticipated until around
2008 at the earliest, so there is sufficient time to consider the best options for each
building and land area.



Funding — What can the town afford?
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Costs - How much is reasonable? RN
e,
The current estimate for a PreK-5 on a new site i@S/O;million for construction-
the land cost would be additional. Many people say that the town simply cannot
afford this. The truth is that it is the least expensive option that addresses the
needs of the school system and can also bMSBA*ﬁndmg when it is
reinstated. Many people suggest solutions that they think will be more “frugal”,
such as just patching up the existing schools, reusing Center, reusing Center and
Pompo, using existing industrial space, etc. The fact is that in the end these
options fail for one of three reasons. Some do not address the real long term
educational need of the schools — for example a simple rehab at the school with
some modular classrooms does nothing to address the fact that the schools other
educational spaces are seriously undersized now. The others would simply cost
more money. Given the cost of site work, any solution on two separate sites will
be at least a million dollars more expensive than a single school solution. Three
schools with three sites will only add to the cost. Stow has not made a major
investment in its elementary school buildings in 34 years. The other factor is
building a project that can accommodate future expansion as the town grows to
build-out. While a PreK-5 at Center might save some money in the purchase"(ig?. k.
new land now, it is almost certain that the town would be faced with another.. t ! ’T‘ ) “”‘1 "1""
major elementary school building project in the not too distant future. The SBC e
wants to plan for that expansion so that classrooms can be simply added to the
existing school in a simple and cost effective manner.
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The SBC’s conclusion is that a new school on a new site is the most cost effective
solution to the long term needs of Stow’s elementary schools.

State Building Assistance — If we build it, will it come?

Prior to July 2003 the Massachusetts Department of Education's School Building
Assistance Program provided major funding for must school projects. Since then
the program has been eliminated with a new MSBA projected to be in place and
starting to accept applications in 2007. Unfortunately for Stow, the school’s crisis
comes when there is no available state funding.

If and when it comes back on line, SBA funding is likely to mitigate about half of
the cost of a school project. The current plan is that the state would pay this
amount upfront in a lump sum. The town would have to bond the balance likely



over a 20 year bond period. To qualify for state reimbursement under the School
Building Assistance Act, a community must meet certain stringent state
requirements regarding site and building standards, an educational plan, and a
facilities maintenance plan. Once a project is approved for funding, the state pays
the established reimbursement percentage on all allowable costs associated with
the project. Reimbursable costs include staff and consulting expenses associated
with developing the funding application, all design and construction expenses,
and the purchase and installation of all furnishings and equipment costs
necessary to result in a "turnkey" operation. (See appendix | for more information on
state School Building Assistance)

State funding is now on a moratorium and it is unclear how soon full funding
will be restored to the program. Applications will start being taken in 2007 and
each year grants will be given based on a needs analysis until the funds are
expended. The SBC definitely plans to have a project either underway or fully
planned by July of 2007 so that we can put in our application as soon as possible.
However, there is no way of telling when that might be approved. The funds are
limited and there are schools with greater needs than Stow- so it is possible but
unlikely that we would be approved in the first year. If the application is not
approved the first year the town can reapply until it is approved. Thereis a
small chance that some projects would not be funded at all. The SBC has had to
weigh the pros and cons of proceeding without SBA funding.

Do it now? - The cost of moving forward

If Stow decided to go ahead with a project they will have to carry the total cost
until the project receives SBA approval- but no one can know when that will be.
With the current construction cost estimate of a roughly $30 million (excluding
land cost) the SBC has figured that this would add approximately $1000 to the
average tax bill annually over the bond period. If and when the town received
SBA approval and funding this would likely be reduced roughly by half for the
average tax bill. However, it is very difficult to make any plans based on SBA
funding. As discussed above there is going to be a limited amount of money
available each year and some school districts have a greater need than Stow.
Some people find this hard to believe, but there are schools with classroomsin ..
basements and hallways, classrooms with no toilet facilities, failing buildegg.f“étc.
The current SBA says that projects that proceed with construction prior to 2007
will be considered equally with those that wait for SBA approval.

Wait for state funding? - The cost of doing nothing



If the town does not go ahead with a school construction project it faces adding
modular classrooms each year to already overloaded facilities and sites. The
schools are in poor condition and are overcrowded. Our schools today provide
approximately 114 sq. ft. per pupil compared to the State average of about 150 sq.
ft. per pupil. To put this in perspective think that most schools have an
additional 5 X 7 area per student- which if you put them all together would equal
about 20,000 sq. ft. or a building 2/3 the size of Center. The schools at this point
are almost all classroom space. While the class sizes have remained relatively
small, there is very little space left for a library, art rooms, computer rooms,
science labs, counseling areas, offices, etc. Each school has a multifunction
gym/cafetorium which is overstretched. Neither school has a full kitchen so
lunches have to be delivered from Hale. Adding more students in modular
classrooms only adds more users to these already overcrowded facilities.

If we wait for SBA funding the schools are going to get more overcrowded.
Modular classrooms that will be added will further reduce the already small play
spaces. The cost of construction will go up. If we act now we will start paying a
bond based on today’s construction costs. Each year we wait will add at least
$750,000 (3.5%) in inflation alone to the project. In addition rises in construction
costs have been far outpacing inflation and are likely to raise the costs even
higher. If we wait to buy land the costs for sites will go up as the options become
even more limited. Each year we wait will push out the 10 year enrollment
project another year and likely also necessitate a larger building. Each year we
wait our children are being schooled in a substandard environment, our teachers
are working in schools that do not support their mission, and the town is
spending money maintaining older buildings when it could be putting that
money to fixing the problem.

The SBC feels that we cannot afford to wait. The committee recommends that
Stow work together as a community to purchase land for a new school and
start construction of a new PreK-5 as soon as possible. The SBC hopes there
will be a special town meeting in Dec. 2005 with an article for the purchase of
the Minuteman property and an article to give the go ahead with detailed
design and planning of a new PreK-5 school. If we approve both articles in
December 2005 it is possible that we could have a new facility open and ready
for students in 2008/2009.




If your questions about the SBC’s positions and new school plans are not
answered in this website, please send them via e-mail to SBC Chair Chris Way at
jemdjway@aol.com or in a note to the Stow School Building Committee Town
Building, 380 Great Road, Stow MA 01775

Please include your phone number and e-mail address in all correspondence.



Appendix A: Info on existing schools

Pompositticut School (K-2)

. Pompo was built in 1971.

. Building footprint: 36,415 sq. ft + two modular classrooms
. Site 19.2 acres (of which about half are wetlands)

. # of classroomsy13 (including modulars)

. Capacity now:(260,

. Current enrollment; 3:%

. S5q. ft. per student: 113

Center School (3-5)
. Center was built in 1954 with additions in 1957 and 1964
. Building footprint: 36,360 sq. ft-

. Site 15 acres (of which about a third are wetlands)
. # of classrooms: 12

. Current Capacity: 300

. Current enrollment: 272

. Sq. ft. per student: 134

Bolton Classroom housing Integrated Preschool

. Integrated preschool is a district requirement. It provides preschool for
children with special needs.
. Because the best educational practice is to have these children mix with

non-SPED learner, the classes are mixed.

. Non SPED students pay for the preschool.

. Stow’s preschool students go to Bolton because Stow has no classrooms.
However since Bolton schools need the space back, Stow will need to
accommodate its own integrated preschool population in the near future.

. Current enrollment — 18 in the Bolton Program.

. 5q. ft. per student: NA

Appendix B: Info from Feasibility Study
e S S f"‘i\

. The schools are overcrowded. Update w/ 2005 info: Current capacity of both
schools is 560 with chlment of 594. If we include the 18 preschoolers in
Bolton - current total PreK-5 enrollment is 612. Enrollment is projected to be 722 by
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. Center and Pompositticut schools lack the necessary instructional and
classroom space to meet the needs of Stow’s current and growing population
of preschool through fifth grade students. L

. Both Center and Pompo school buildings are substandard relative to state
educational standards and to other schools in the district. The schools will
fall further below basic elementary school standards without the necessary
capital investment to address the need for more space for classrooms and
educational programs.

. It is in the best interest of the town to provide a physical environment
consistent with the excellent education which is being provided in the
schools. iyl o e

. It would be unwise. to spend money adding to school buildings which \ fuxe ~A

Here
provide a sub-standard educational environment today and have little room }

for expansion.
Appendix C: Info on enrollment projections

Current Enrollment projection is for 722 students in 2018.

 Date  Source  Time-  Grades Projec- PreK  Total
: frame tion
. Nov-02 Rickes 2013 K-5 727 45 772
Nov-02 DPC 2013 K-5 647 45 692
; Feb-03 Rickes 2013 K-5 712 45 757
Feb-04 DPC 2013 K-5 584 45 629
Apr-04  DPC/Dungan 2013 K-5 676 45 721
 Sep-04 DPClones 2013 K-5 630 45 675
- Oct-04 Dungan 2013 K-5 588 45 633
- Apr-05 NESDEC 2018 K-5 687 35 722

Current PreK-5 enrollment: 612. Projection of 722 reflects average increase of
only 9 students per year.

Reality Check:

Enrollment at Pompo and Center has increased by 63 students since 2002 when
the feasibility study was done as follows:



2002/3 531

2003/4 536
2004/5 551
2005/6 594

This is an addition of roughly 16 students per year. We are already 8 students
ahead of the most recent projection after one year. ~
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Appendix D: Info on educational specs

e e T S PR 2 Y j
Current Ed Specs are based on an enrollment of 722 and call for the following:
N

8 PreK and Kindergarten classrooms (assumes existing partial full day
program)

30  General classrooms (6 per grade — which will all be needed by 2009)
Health classroom — ’

Art rooms

Music rooms

Science and computer rooms

Library/media center

Gymnasium w/ 2 Phys Ed teaching stations

SPED classroom

SPED learning centers

SPED offices (for testing, conferences)

Occupational therapy room

Remedial reading rooms

Remedial speech rooms

Cafeteria with a stage at one end

Guidance Office

Health suite (nurse)

Kitchen aa )
Teachers planning room _ e TENT

Teachers gmmg room. <7 i~ AT Care

Misc. storage, mechanical, ‘toilets etc..
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Appendix E: Info on health and Safety Renovations

The health and Safety renovations $428,408 contract included the following:



Pompo
Electrical upgrades
e Test/replace Federal Pacific breakers
e Install 100 amp feeder breakers
e Provide 28 quad outlets, feeds, etc
e Test existing 30kVA generator
HVAC
e Air compressor overhaul
* Refurbish UV controls
e Calibrate air handling mixing dampers
Provide new LED exit signs
Patch asphalt at playground and parking area

Center School
Electrical upgrades
¢ Replace 600 amp panel
» Replace emergency generator
¢ Provide 36 quad outlets
» Provide code conforming fire alarm horn and strobes
e Replace fire alarm panel control batteries
» Replace fire alarm with addressable panel
Plumbing Upgrades
» Replace 31 faucets and flushvalves
e Replace 4 lavatory sinks and 1 drinking fountain
HVAC upgrades
* Replace 13 finned tube radiation 2-way control valves
e Replace 9 UV 2-way control valves
e Allowance for control system replacement
e UV control component replacements
e Refurbish internal UV components
Repair Intercom
Patch asphalt at turnabout
Repair roof drains

Appendix F: Info on School Building options reviewed to date

The SBC has commissioned conceptual plans and cost estimates for the
following: ’



2002:

. Renovations at Pompo and Center to bring the schools up to code

. A renovation/addition to both Pompo (pre-K to 2) and Center (3 to 5)

. A renovation/addition to Pompo (pre-K to 1) and also to Center (2 to 5)
. A new PreK-2 with renovation/addition to Center (3 to 5)

. A new single story pre-K to 5 school on the Center School site

. A new 2 story pre-K to 5 school on the Center School site
. A new 3 story school on the Center School site.

. Add Modular Classrooms (Temporary — short term only)
. Build Add-on Classrooms (Temporary - short term only)

. Addition w/ minimal renovation at both schools (not to SBAB
standards)

. Addition w/ modest renovation to both schools (not to SBAB
standards)

. Complete Add/Reno at both school to SBAB standards

. A new Pre-K to 2 on new site & Add/Reno Center

. A new Pre-K to 2 on new site & New 3-5 at Center

) A new Pre-K to 5 on new site '

2004

. An add/reno to Future Electronics for a PreK-5

) An add/reno of Center for PreK- 5 at the Center site

. A new PreK-5 on the Center site

. A new PreK- 2 on Kane with an add/reno for grades 3-5 at the Center site
. A new preK-5 on the Kane property

Appendix G: Info on Sites evaluated to date

2002:

Pompo:

. Status: Town owned- could be used by town - deed requires a municipal
use

J 19.2 Acres

. Approximately 10 Acres of useable acres due to wetlands

. Access off of 117

J Analysis: Site is not large enough for a PreK-1 at build-out

J SBC decided not to pursue any projects reusing Pompo as a school site

Center:



° Status: Town owned —could be used by town, leased, or sold
° 15 acres
. Approximately 11 useable acres due to wetlands
. Abuts Hale school property
. Access off of 117 and Hartley Rd
. Analysis: Site is not large enough for a PreK-5, but would be a good site
for 3-5 school
SBC decided not to pursue Center as a PreK-5 site

2004

O’Grady:

. Status: Chapter 61 property offered to the town in 2004. The town did not
pursue it.

. 63.5 acres

. 20 to 40 useable acres would make a good site for a school

. Good access off of Hudson Rd.

J Analysis: Site would be very appropriate for a PreK-5

. SBC recommended that the town buy the parcel as a site for a new school.

. The back portion of the parcel was offered at town meeting for $800,000.
If the town did not purchase the full site the SBC recommended the purchase
of the roughly 20 acres behind the AAN as a site for a new school. The town
voted not to purchase any part of the property.

Quirk

. Status: Privately owned with an owner who was interested in selling.
o 70 acres:

. 15 Useable acres due to wetlands and topography

. Poor traffic access

. Analysis: The site is not appropriate for a school

. The SBC decided not to pursue the Quirk property as a school site

Kane

o Privately owned — SBC obtained market value appraisal of $3.1
million March 2004?

. 110 acres

. More than enough useable area for a school site- with some of the uplands
at the end of Gates Lane unused and available for possible mixed use
development



Numerous areas of wetlands would make development expensive
. Adequate access off of 117
Analysis: This site would be appropriate for a new school though the site
development would be expensive ($1-3 million more than a simpler site)
SBC discussed the land with Mr. Kane and indicated our interest prior to
the first RFP, however he chose not to offer it to the town. Mass General
Laws mandate that there can be no further contact.

Future Electronics
. Privately owned- Currently on the market for $17.5 million ;lh]
| 72 acres with a 300,000 sq. ft. building
J Site is very limited by wetlands
. With existing building there is just enough space for the parking play
areas etc for a PreK-5. This would preclude a mixed use scenario. Part of
building could be demoed to add more parkmg - '?( e AAT T I}
. Cell tower on site — i
. Superfund hazardous waste site abuts existing playing field. — -
. Analysis- While this site could house a PreK-5 school it would not lend
itself to a mixed use development. Without another tenant the cost would be
prohibitive. o .
The SBC decided not to pursue Future Electronics as a school site. —15.t3 3¢ R

-

Center- further study

. The SBC commissioned further study of Center based on mappmg
wetland and using all available space.

. DPC presented two plans: a two story renovation/addition to Center for
PreK-5 or a new two story PreK-5 set back on the site.

. Analysis: Even with the addition of approx ¥ acre of uplands that was
flagged, the site is not large enough for a PreK-5. _

. SBC decided not to pursue Center as a PreK-5 site —— *~°
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2005

Cushing (Offered to town for $1.7 million- bought by town for other purchases)
| 106 acres

. Very limited useable land due to steep slopes

° Very poor traffic access

. Analysis: The site would not be an appropriate location for a new school
J SBC decided not to pursue Cushing as a school site

Corzine (Offered to SBC at $2.9 million including a finished access road)



22.3 Acres

Very limited useable land without completely regarding the property
(which would be very expensive)
. Poor traffic access

Analysis: The site would not be a good location for a new school

SBC decided to defer response to the owner until late Dec 2005 because
this property is flawed as a school site and would cost much more to develop
than Minuteman.

Center- further study

. The SBC commissioned further study of Center based on filling in as
much wetlands as possible

. Analysis: The previous plan called for filling approx. 5000 sq ft of
wetlands- which is the legal limit- so this made no change to the site analysis

. SBC decided not to pursue Center as a PreK-5 site

Minuteman
. Status: Chapter 61 property offered to the town in 2005 for $4 million
° 104 acres
. Approx 40 useable acres in the meadow would allow a good site for a
school

Good access off of Boxborough Rd

Site could be developed as a mixed use development to reduce the price
for the school portion of the site

Analysis: Site would be very appropriate for a PreK-5

SBC has recommended Minuteman as a site for a new PreK-5 school.

2R WE SRR

Appendix H: Info on requirements for 2004 study for PreK-5 at Center-— ¢

The following list of requirements was given to DPC as a basis for the PreK-5
scenario at Center

1. Addition and renovation to the existing Center School to include 37
classrooms and all related support spaces to accommodate the district’s
educational objectives.

2. Determine whether the site would provide sufficient room for expansion
to accommodate expected enrollment growth beyond the ten-year
projections.

3. Cost estimates for all site development, construction, and furnishings.



L

10.

A preliminary traffic study has been completed. We presume that a more
thorough analysis will be required at some point, but decided not to request
additional studies until we know what the site will hold.

Making the maximum use of the exis‘:ting structure, including the
evaluation of the possible addition of a second story.

Use existing plumbing, electrical, and HVAC where possible.

Consider expanding play spaces into wooded area behind current play
spaces if necessary (wetlands are currently being flagged so that we can see
where these might go.)

Recommendations on the pros/cons of this add/reno vs. razing Center and
building new on the same lot.

Incorporate land now occupied by fire station and the land behind the fire
station

If the site seems large enough we will also determine the type and
location of a waste management system as required by the Department of
Environmental Protection, verify the presence of an adequate water supply,
and verify that the location can handle the expected traffic

Appendix I: Comparison of one school vs two schools

One School: A new PreK-5 on a new site
Pros:

It is the least expensive of our current options (excluding land cost)

It has shorter total construction time (2 % years vs. up to 5 years).

Minimizes disruption during construction as children and education will
not be disturbed by phasing issues during construction.

Allows for less staff and more efficient use of staff.

Allows for more efficient delivery of services, lunches etc.

Maintains integrity of Center School, the old stone building and
blacksmith shop.

Reduces maintenance and operating costs

Can be sited to minimize traffic impact of expansion (traffic by library is
already congested)

Provides space to accommodate future population growth to build-out.

Costs that would be associated with phasing and moving kids around
necessary during a reno-addition project would be put to better use.

Pompo can be used for other purpose(s)

Center could be rented out for other uses but kept in hand for eventual
use as a 5-6 school.



Cons

. Does not keep an active school in Center at this time.
. School will be relatively large for an elementary school
. Requires more land (approximately 15 acres vs 20 acres)

Two schools: A 3-5 at Center and a new PreK- 2 on a new site

Pros

. Provides two smaller schools (ideal is consider around 500 students)
Offers solution to near future overcrowding at Hale if it is designed to

accommodate 6" grade classroom addition as Hale becomes overcrowded

(perhaps avoiding another major construction project)

. Reuses town assets and keeps a school operating in the center of town and
supports the campus concept

. The schools would be in scale with the town- rather than having an
elementary school which is in the top 25% of the country in terms of size

. Having two schools would divide the traffic impact between two sites
(and therefore be less likely to overwhelm a particular spot)

. Keeping a school at Center would provide additional parking for events at

Hale (like town meeting)
. Well and septic might be able to be shared with Hale
. It would likely give PreK-5 a little more space (two gyms, two cafeterias)
. Keeping the 3-5 kids in the Center gives them the opportunity to walk to
the library etc. (not likely to be used by PreK-2)

. Reduces the amount of land needed for a new site (by about 5 acres)

. Gives the option of providing two “neighborhood” PreK-5s rather than a
PreK-2 and 3-5

Cons

. Major disruption/dislocation for students/staff during construction-

would likely have to phase project and move 3-5 into new building or Pompo
during construction (2 school years).

. Cost of two projects higher than constructing one new building- would be
at least $1 million to possibly $3 million or more depending on the site. (For
the same money could get a bigger or higher quality single school. through
savings by only having a single site — or could save the money.)

. Longer construction time than single school (especially if phased)

. Specialists would still need to split their time between two schools MW
said that the district would prefer a PreK-5 because it offers simpler



administration and may offer benefits in terms of teacher communication and
less transitions for the students

. Higher staffing costs than a single school.

. Higher operating and maintenance costs than one new school at new site.

. If the two schools are Prek-2 and 3-5, this creates disconnect and possible
transition anxiety for students between grades 2 and 3 and allows fewer
opportunities for teachers to communicate and learn from each other.

Appendix J : Highlights of the MSBA Legislation from the MA DOE website

Chapters 201, 208 and 210 of the Acts of 2004 created the Massachusetts School
Building Authority (MSBA) and changed the school building assistance program in
substantial ways. The following is a summary of some major programmatic changes
contained in that legislation.

Creation of the Massachusetts School Building Authority

* The MSBA is an independent public authority chaired by Timothy Cahill, State
Treasurer.

* Additional members of the MSBA are David Driscoll, Commissioner of Education,
Timothy Murphy, designee of the Secretary of Administration and Finance, Richard
Bertman, Founding Principal, CBT Architects, Terry Kwan, former teacher and
Brookline School Committee member, Mary Grassa O’Neill, Director, the Principal’s
Center at the Harvard Graduate School of Education, Lisa Turnbaugh, Construction
Management Leader, DMIM Harris.

e The creation of the MSBA was determined to be in the best interests of the
commonwealth and its citizens to achieve the objectives of effective management and
planning of the Commonwealths investments in school building assets, promoting
positive educational outcomes, ensuring the health, safety, security and well-being of
students, easing and preventing overcrowding, maintaining good repair, efficient and
economical construction and maintenance, financial sustainability of the school building
assistance program, thoughtful community development, smart growth and accessibility.
Creation of the School Modernization and Reconstruction Trust Fund (SMART
Fund)

¢ Revenues to the SMART Fund include a dedication of 20 per cent of the
Commonwealth

sales and use tax.

 The cities, towns and regional school districts are the legal beneficiaries of the sales tax
redirection to the SMART Fund.

¢ There are established guaranteed minimum amounts of sales tax dedicated to the
SMART A

Fund of $395M in FY2005, $488M in FY2006, $557M in FY2006, $634M in FY2008.
¢ Full 20 per cent dedication of the sales and use tax will be fully phased-in by 2011.
Creation of an Advisory Board



» The advisory board was created to assist the MSBA in the development of general
policy A gy

regarding school building construction, renovation, feconstruction, maintenance and
facility space, preservation of open space, thoughtful community development, cost
management and to provide technical advice and input.

e The advisory board consists of the following 17 members: the State Auditor, the
Inspector General, the Executive Director of the MSBA (non-voting), 2 member of the
Massachusetts Municipal Association, the Massachusetts Municipal Association, the
Massachusetts Association of School Committees, the Massachusetts Mayors
Association, the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, the Massachusetts
Association of Regional Schools, the Massachusetts Building Trades Council, the
Massachusetts chapter of the Associated Builders and Contractors, the Massachusetts
Alliance of Small Contractors, the American Council of Engineering Companies of
Massachusetts, the Associated Subcontractors of Massachusetts, the American Institute
of Architects- Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Smart Growth Alliance, the
Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation, Associated General Contractors of Massachusetts
and acting jointly, the Massachusetts Teachers Association and Massachusetts Federation
of Teachers.

Grant Applications

» The MSBA will review, approve or deny grant applications, waivers and other requests
submitted to the MSBA.

o The MSBA will also review, approve and recommend changes to grant payment
schedules or suspend said schedules for program projects such as refinancing, audit
findings and such other circumstances that may warrant such action.

¢ Any eligible applicant (city, town, regional school district or independent agricultural
and

technical school) may apply for a grant on a new project after the moratorium ends July
1,2007.

e After the moratorium ends on July 1, 2007, applicants that begin construction before
approval for a project is obtained from the MSBA, shall remain subject to the MSBA's
approval process as if the construction were not undertaken.

» The criteria for approving a grant application for a school project include:

e The school project is in the best interests of the commonwealth.

» The school project is in the best interest of the eligible applicant, with respect to

its site, type of construction, sufficiency of accommodations, open space

preservation, urban development, urban sprawl, energy efficiency, and otherwise.

» The school project is necessary to meet educational standards of the curriculum
frameworks established by the board of education.

» The school project has a value over its useful life commensurate with the lifecycle
cost of building, operating, and maintaining the project.

e The school project is not at a school that has been the site of an approved school
project pursuant to this chapter or to chapter 645 of the acts of 1948 within the 10

years prior to the project application date.

¢ The school project is within the capacity of the MSBA to finance within revenues
projected to be available to the trust, established pursuant to section 35BB of

chapter 10.



» The Commissioner of Education has certified that adequate provisions have been
made in the school project for children with disabilities.

o The Commissioner of Education has certified that, in the case of elementary

facilities, that adequate provisions consistent with local policy have been made for
all-day kindergarten, pre-kindergarten classes and for extended day programs.

e The MSBA shall also consider the availability of funds projected in the SMART
Fund and other financial obligations of the MSBA, the MSBA's long term capital

plan, and the results of needs surveys.

Priority System

The MSBA is required to develop a project priority system that includes the following
criteria:

¢ Replacement or renovation of a building which is structurally unsound or otherwise in
a condition seriously jeopardizing the health and safety of school children, where no
alternative exists.

e Elimination of existing severe overcrowding.

» Prevention of the loss of accreditation.

» Prevention of severe overcrowding expected to result from increased enrollments
which must be substantiated.

» Replacement, renovation or modernization of the heating system in any schoolhouse to
increase energy conservation.

e Short term enrollment growth.

* Replacement of or addition to obsolete buildings in order to provide for a full range of
programs consistent with state and approved local requirements.

¢ Transition from court-ordered and Board of Education approved racial balance school
districts to walk-to, so-called, or other school districts.

Enrollment Projection Model

The MSBA is required to develop a formal enrollment projection model.

Facilities Assessment

The MSBA is required to:

¢ Collect and maintain data on all the public school facilities in the commonwealth,
including information on size, usage, enrollment, available facility space and
maintenance.

¢ Create a maintenance assessment program for school buildings.

e Use such assessment program to issue ratings of the building conditions for each
school district.

Needs Survey

The MSBA is required to perform a needs survey to ascertain the capital construction,
reconstruction, maintenance and other capital needs for schools in the Commonwealth.
Maintenance Requirement

For all projects which received first school building assistance payments after July 1,
2000, the MSBA is prohibited from approving a grant application for any school district
which does not spend in the year preceding application at least 50 percent of the sum of
said school districts calculated foundation budget amounts for the purposes of foundation
utility and ordinary maintenance expenses.

Clearing House for Best Practices

The MSBA will become a resource for local communities by providing the following:



e Architectural or other technical advice and assistance.

* Training and education, to cities and towns or to joint committees thereof and to
general contractors, subcontractors, construction or project managers, designers and
others in the planning, maintenance and establishment of school facility space.

¢ Collection and maintenance of a clearinghouse of prototypical school plans which may
be consulted by eligible applicants.

Project Managers and Contract Forms

» The MSBA is required to approve the forms used by eligible applicants to enter into
contracts for architectural, engineering and other services.

» The MSBA is required to approve project managers.

Moratorium

No applications for school building projects can be accepted until after July 1, 2007,
Live within the Revenue Stream Provided by the Dedication of the Sales Tax

e The MSBA is required to approval only those projects which can be funded within the
revenue available from the dedication to the SMART Fund of the 20 per cent of the sales
tax.

e The MSBA will develop a long-term capital plan.

» Beginning on July 1, 2007, the amount of grants approved during the fiscal year is
capped at $500M. This cap grows by a factor of 4.5 percent every year thereafter.

e Asof July 1, 2007, there no longer will be a wait list.

» Ifa project application is not approved solely for lack of available funding in a given
fiscal year, an eligible applicant may request that their application be carried forward and
reviewed in the following fiscal year. However, in said review, the project shall be in the
general pool of all applicants from that year and will be ranked and evaluated using the
standard priority system.

Determine Eligibility of Cost Components for Projects

- The MSBA is required to issue annually the maximum eligible cost standards and size
standards for school projects and shall be in conformity with the minimum requirements
of state law and shall also reflect consideration of cost effects, prevailing educational
standards in the Commonwealth and the needs of efficient and creative school projects.
e The cost standards shall be based on the price experience of recently completed and
recently bid school projects, taking into account the cost effectiveness of design,
construction and programming techniques utilized in such school projects.



